Appendix J Supplemental Chapter 5 Attachments

ATTACHMENT J-4

SECTION 106 CONSULTATION CORRESPONDENCE WITH NATIVE AMERICAN
TRIBES, NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION, THE STATE HISTORIC
PRESERVATION OFFICER, AND THE ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC
PRESERVATION

This attachment contains the following materials:

o August 19, 2004 letter from the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC)
to LSA Associates, Inc., regarding the request for a records search for the project
area (8 pages)

e December 9, 2004 letter from the NAHC to RCTC regarding the need for
consultation with Native American Individuals and tribes in the project area (5
pages)

e Summary of May 23, 2007 State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO)
Coordination Meeting for the Mid County Parkway Project (6 pages)

e August 13, 2007 letter from FHWA to the SHPO regarding the Phased Evaluation
and Finding of Effect under Section 106 for the Mid County Parkway Project (2
pages)

e QOctober 22, 2007 letter from FHWA to Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians
regarding the Mid County Parkway Archaeological Testing Program (2 pages)

e October 24, 2007 letter from FHWA to Pechanga Band of Luiseno Indians
regarding the Mid County Parkway Archaeological Testing Program (3 pages)

e October 30, 2007 letter from FHWA to San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians
regarding the Mid County Parkway Archaeological Testing Program (3 pages)

¢  May 9, 2008 letter from FHWA to the SHPO regarding the Phased Evaluation and
Finding of Effect under Section 106 for the Mid County Parkway Project (3
pages)

e May 16, 2008 letter from FHWA to the Temecula Band of Mission Indians
regarding the Pechanga Tribe Comment Letter on the Preliminary
Recommendations of Eligibility and Level of Effects for the Mid County Parkway
Project (11 pages)

o June 27, 2008 letter from SHPO to FHWA regarding SHPQO’s concurrence on the
phase evaluation and finding of effect approach (1 page)

e July 31, 2008 letter from FHWA to SHPO regarding the Preliminary
Determinations of Eligibility and Finding of Adverse Effect for the Mid County
Parkway Project (3 pages)




August 28, 2008 letter from SHPO to FHWA regarding SHPO’s concurrence with
the preliminary determinations of eligibility and finding of adverse effect (1 page)
November 21, 2011 letter from Caltrans to the Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians

{Mr. Joe Ontiveros) regarding the Draft Historic Property Survey Report (HPSR)
for the project (2 pages)
November 21, 2011 letter from Caltrans to the Pechanea Band of Mission Indians

(Mr. Paul Macarro) regarding the Draft HPSR for the project (2 pages)
November 21, 2011 letter from Caltrans to the Morongo Band of Mission Indians

(Mr. Michael Contreras, Jr.) regarding the Draft HPSR for the project (2 pages)
November 21, 2011 letter from Caltrans to the Pechanea Band of Mission Indians

{Ms. Anna Hoover) regarding the Draft HPSR for the project (2 pages)
November 21, 2011 letter from Caltrans to the Cahuilla Band of Indians (Ms.

Yvonne Markle) regarding the Draft HPSR for the project (2 pages)
November 21, 2011 letter from Caltrans to the Cahuilla Band of Indians {Mr.

Luther Salgado, Sr.) regarding the Draft HPSR for the project (2 pages)
November 21, 2011 letter from Caltrans to the Gabrielino/Tongva

Council/Gabrielino Tongva Nation (Mr. Samuel Dunlap) regarding the Draft
HPSR for the project {2 pages)
November 21, 2011 letter from Caltrans to the Gabrielino/Toneva San Gabriel

Band of Mission Indians (Mr. Adrian Morales) regarding the Draft HPSR for the
project (2 pages)
November 21, 2011 letter from Caltrans to the Ramona Band of Mission Indians

(Mr. John Gomez. Jr.) regarding the Draft HPSR for the project (2 pages)
November 21, 2011 letter from Caltrans to the Pechanga Band of Mission Indians

(Mr. Mark Macarro) regarding the Draft HPSR for the project {2 pages)
November 21, 2011 letter from Caltrans to the Gabrielino/Tongva San Gabriel

Band of Mission Indians (Mr. Anthony Morales) regarding the Draft HPSR for
the project (2 pages)
November 21, 2011 letter from Caltrans to the Ramona Band of Mission Indians

(Mr. Joseph Hamilton) regarding the Draft HPSR for the project (2 pages)
February 22, 2012 letter from Pechanga Cultural Resources, Temecula Band of
Luiseno Mission Indians providing comments on the Draft Historic Property
Survey Report (HPSR) for the Mid County Parkway (82 pages)

April 23, 2012 letter from Pechanga Cultural Resources, Temecula Band of
Luiseno Mission Indians providing comments on the Findings of Effect for the

Mid County Parkway (6 pages)

Mid County Parkway Final EIR/EIS and Final Section 4(5 Evaluation
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e June 14, 2012 letter from FHWA to Pechanga Band of Luiseno Mission Indians
responding to the Pechanga Tribe comment letter on the HPSR (6 pages)

e June 27,2012 letter from Caltrans to SHPO requesting concurrence on
Determinations of Eligibility for the Proposed Mid County Parkway Project
(4 pages)

o July 31, 2012 letter from FHWA to SHPO regarding the Finding of Adverse
Effect for the Proposed Mid County Parkway Project (3 pages)

e July 31, 2012 letter from FHWA to Pechanga Band of Luiseno Mission Indians
responding to the Pechanga Tribe comment letter on the Draft Findings of Effect
(3 pages)

° Summary of August 16, 2012 Meeting with the Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians
(for the Mid County Parkway Project (4 pages)

° September 18, 2012 letter from SHPO to FHWA regarding concurrence on the
findings of eligibility and effect (2 pages)

¢ November 27, 2012 letter from Caltrans to Pechanga Band of Luiseno Mission
Indians regarding the revised Findings of Effect (2 pages)

e November 27, 2012 letter from Caltrans to the Ramona Band of Cahuilla Mission
Indians (Mr. Joseph Hamilton) regarding the revised Findings of Effect (2 pages)

e November 27, 2012 letter from Caltrans to the Ramona Band of Cahuilla Mission
Indians (Mr. John Gomez) regarding the revised Findings of Effect (2 pages)

e November 27, 2012 letter from Caltrans to the Morongo Band of Mission Indians
regarding the revised Findings of Effect (2 pages)

e November 27, 2012 Jetter from Caltrans to the Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians
regarding the revised Findings of Effect (2 pages)

e November 27, 2012 letter from Caitrans to the Gabrielino/Tongva
Council/Gabrielino/Tongva Nation regarding the revised Findings of Effect
(2 pages)

¢ November 27, 2012 letter from Caltrans to the Gabrielino/Tongva San Gabriel
Band of Mission Indians (Mr. Anthony Morales) regarding the revised Findings
of Effect (2 pages)

e November 27, 2012 letter from Caltrans to the Gabrielino/Tongva San Gabriel
Band of Mission Indians (Mr. Adrian Morales) regarding the revised F indings of
Effect (2 pages)

e November 27, 2012 letter from Caltrans to the Cahuilla Band of Indians
(Mr. Luther Salgado) regarding the revised Findings of Effect (2 pages)




e November 27, 2012 letter from Caltrans to the Cahuilla Band of Indians
(Ms. Yvonne Markel) regarding the revised Findings of Effect (2 pages)

e November 27, 2012 letter from Caltrans to the Pechanga Band of Indians
(Mr. Mark Macarro) regarding the revised Findings of Effect (2 pages)

e November 27, 2012 letter from Caltrans to the Pechanga Band of Indians
(Ms. Anna Hoover) regarding the revised Findings of Effect (2 pages)

e __November 30, 2012 letter from FHWA to SHPO regarding the Finding of Effect
for the Mid County Parkway project (2 pages)

o April 24, 2014 letter from the Federal Highway Administration to the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation providing Notification of Finding of Adverse
Effect for the Mid County Parkway Project, Riverside County. California

(2 pages)

e May 20, 2104 letter from the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation to the

Federal Highway Administration regarding the Notification of Finding of Adverse
Effect for the Mid County Parkway Project, Riverside County, Califormia

(2 pages)
e May 29, 2014 letter from the Federal Highway Administration to the Advisory

Council on Historic Preservation providing Response to Comments for the
Notification of Finding of Adverse Effect for the Mid County Parkway Project.
Riverside County, California (2 pages)

o July 18, 2014 Jetter from the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation to the

Federal Highway Administration regarding the Proposed Mid County Parkway

Project, Riverside County, California (1 page)

e __April 29, 2014 letter from the Federal Highway Administration to the State
Historic Preservation Officer regarding the Memorandum of Agreement Between
the Federal Highway Administration and the California State Historic
Preservation Officer Regarding the Mid County Parkway Project (3 pages)

® September 18, 2014 letter from the Federal Highway Administration to the State
Historic Preservation Officer regarding the Revised Memorandum of Agreement
Between the Federal Highway Administration and the California State Historic
Preservation Officer Regarding the Mid County Parkway Project (3 pages)

Mid County Parkway Final EIR/EIS and Final Section 4{f) Evaluation
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NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION

018 CARTOL MALL, ROOM da%
EACRAKENTD, O 12414

{316} 8534002
Fax ($18] sEr-4200
Wb GHe wwwinieheeagov

August 19, 2004

Gur} Duke )

" L8A Associales, Ino.
1660 Spruce Street, 5 Finar.
Hivarside, CA 22607

Sent by Fax: 508-781-4277
Nurber of Pages: 7.

RE:. Proposad Cajalco Haména Corridor project In the Corona South Quad, Riverside
Gounty. Cajalco Ramona Corrdor project in the Lake Matthews, Steale Peak, Perrs,
and Lakeview Quads, Riverside County, .

' Daar Mr, Duke:

A racord search of tha sacred fands tilg has falled to Indicate ths presence of Native Amerlcan
culturet rasources in tha immediate project area. The abeence of specific slta information In the
sacred fands fils doss not indloate the absence of cuftura! resourees in any project area, Othar
saurces of oultural resourcas should aleo be contacted for Information ragarding known and
racorded glies. ) - ‘ '

. Enclosad [s & list of Native Amerlcans individuals/organizations who may have knowladge of
cultural réstiireas i the profect area, The Commisslon makes no recommendatio or
prafarance of & single individual, or group over anather. This Hist should provide a starting place
in locating areas of potentia) adverse Impaot within the proposed project area. | suggast you

_ centact all of those indloated, if they ¢annot supply information, they might recommend others
with specliic knowledge, By cantacling all those listed, your organlzatjon witl be befter abla to
raspond to clalms of failure fo conault with the eppropriate organization tibs of group. ifa
rasponsa has nat bean recelved within two waeks of nofificatiors, the Cammisslon requasts that
you follow-up with = elephone call 1o engure that the projest information hag beer reoelved.

if you racaive notification of change of addresses and phone numbats from any of these
Indlviduala or groups, please notlfy me. With your asslslance we are ahla o assure that our
lists contaln current Information. M yau have any questions of need additional information,
please contast ma at (916 653-8251,

Sincerely,
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MATIVE AMERICAN CONTAQ‘I‘S
: Riverslde 20@
August 18,

5 i_H.D!iriiaP e
P.Q. HOX 1381 - Gabrieling
Temacula » CA 92593 Canhuén

: Luigano
fgﬂgl 262-8351 l(g;eii}
9013) 693-8196 FAX

' Coamiaabne!enu Dieguene
Jim Volgsques
o7 5778 r:idznd Stnawat‘:”‘iL s2500 guabﬁeikm

a & » mayaa
(308) 784-6660 i
Gabda&am!‘l‘ongm'!‘ﬁbal Councii.

- Anthony Merales, Chalrperson - :
PO Box 693 Gabriglino Tongva
San(Gabilel ., CA 91778
(626) 285-1632

(828) 286-1262 Fax
{626} 258-1758 (Home)

. Gabrislino Band of Mission Indians of CA
s, Susan Frank .
PQ Box 3021 Gabrielno

Baaumont i GA 92223
{702) 64'?»!}{194 Phone/fAX
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e o, Sty SO0T B4 o8t LBy Pt Caxe
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Wendy-Bcldatar,
- 22000 Highway 78

Pala
2?60 742-3784

wmum

mm%mmmmwmw

QelvlalinofTongvs Cound [ Sairieiho Tongva Nation

. 501 Sants Manlea Blvd., Sulte 500 _Gabrieiino Tongva
Sarts Morica

04012418

o . CA
isw 5H7-2204
310} 5872281 Fax

La Jofa Band of Msslon Indians

Lulsene
Pauma V. : GA 92081

760} 742-3/71172

760) 742-1701 Fax

Pala Band of Mission Indlens
Rabor Smith, Chalperson
P.Q, an Luisano

r GA 92058 Cupeno .
760) 742-1411 Fax

Paums & Yuima
Bannaa Calae, Culivral Beosurcs Goordinator
P 0. Box 368

GZ : GA 92081
(760; h i P .
(760} 742-3422 Fax

frx Saction Y0508 of the Heulth arul
Pecouces Codg,
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NATIVE AHERH:&?& CONTAGTS

*asuma & Yulkng :
heistobal C. Devers, Chatrperson

2 O Box 36¢
ume Val . CA 82061

760; 742-1
760) 742-3422 Fax

Pauma & Yuima

Suanita Divon, Ervironmental Coondinator
P.C. Box 389

Pauma Val « GA 92061
T&Of 742-1289
(760).742-3422 Fax

Pauma & Yuima
Valaris Lirdon, Tritial Adminitrater
P O Box 368

{760; Y gﬂa + GA 92961
760 ?42-34_122 Fax

Pechanga Band of Miasion Indians
Mark Macarro,

PO Box 1477 ' - Lulsano

» CA 52593
{909} 678-2768
(809} 8951778 Fax

mwhmmuwwmumm

Riverside Coun
Algust 13 20&

San LUIS Rey Band of Misslon ind!ans
Carman Mojado, Co-Chalr

1888 SungetDr.. - Luiseno
Vista . » CA 92081 Cupeno

San Luls Rey Band of Mission Indians

Herry Corvdreras, Most Likely Descendent

‘E?Ga Chapuﬂn Laga 028 tuisano

, GA 92

fm::; a8-6722 - Home Cupeno
60) 2073618 - Csll

San Luig Rey Band of Mission Indians-

Mark Maojado, Cultural Resources

P.O. Box 1 Lufgenno
Paln 1 A 92059 ’

{753; T42-4488

760) 586-4858 (cell)

San Luls Rey Band of Missbn Indians

Russell Romo, Chalrman

12084 Old Pom::ado s}F‘l"zmznzi Lulgeno
. CA 84 C

{asa) !maq 588 : upene

St et o pot reficyn Sacliont 70508 of the Hoalh sot
Bl ot S tlose ok el A parson ot siskutony sepne %ﬁwmmw ol
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NATIVE AMERICAN CQNTAGTS
Blvarside Cou
Auguet 18,

Sobebaﬂandafruﬂssimindians
F’O Box 487 . o Lbiseno
. . CA 92581

F-' (so@ G108

TVAt Soclety
Cind} Alvitre
8602 Zolzah Avenus Gabriefing

Resada » GA 91335
(714} 504-2468 Call

Thia Kot s current ondy &6 of the darte of Sk documant:

RestreasBan of this it dos not relitve dutinnd in Baction TOSDS of the Histth and
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“ NATIVE AMERICAN CONTACTS
Riversids County |
August 18,

Alvino Slva
2084 W, Westward
Banning 92220

LG
(808) 8493450

Antirony J. Andreas, Jr.
3022 W. Nicolet Streat - Cahuilla

: CA 82020
{(209) ?49-3 ‘

Samwel M. Dunlap

P.0. Box 1391 , - Qabelno
Temecua  »CA 92503 Cahufia
(809) 262 0a51 (Ce ‘Luiseno
808} 393-8198 FAX

* Cahufla Band of Indlang
Gieroma Salgado, Chaimperson
P.0, Box 39??6?: A 62556
(909; 763-5549

© {308) 7632608 Fax

mmgmmuammu%m

Dieatiution of this It doss rof refeve
Sadady Coda, Seotion 59704 ot the Fubily

Cahuilla Band of Mission Indlans

“Anthoty Maddgal, Jr., E:mmnmnﬁaicnﬁrdﬂaw o

P.O. Box 391780
Anza ; CA 92538
(809) 783-5549 -
feor: (909) 7832508

Morongo Band of Mission indians

Britt W, Wilzon, Culural Resourcs Coordinator
245 N, Murvay Sireet, Suite ©  Cahwilla
Banning » CA 82220 Semano

51
51

795-6200
922-8148 Fax

-
kK

" Pala Band of Mission Indlans

Robert Smith, Chalrperson
P.O. Box 50 , Lylgano
Pas s GA 82058  Cupeno

| {7@0 742-3784

760} 7T42-1411 Fax

Pechanga Band of Misslon Indians

Mark Macamo, Chaimerson

P.O, Box 1477 Ly
'+ CA 92583

T l
(909; §76-27688

. (808} 695-1778 Fax

of stshutory deffiries] In Seatlon FORD.E of e Haalth and
MWW§ﬁﬁWWM

Thés st 19 S conicting lacad Matteo Americans R regrd 16 Getural resslircsn midotsnsnt for i propoond
%h}% paket in the Mm&mwmmmmw
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' - NATIVE_AMERICAN cammc*rs

Riverside Cou
_ August 18,
Ramona Band of Misglon Indlans : San Luis Fieyﬂand of Misslon Iridlans
Anithony Largo, Ervironmentzal Coordinator - Carmen Mojado, Co-Chalr -
2 G Box 381372 Cahuilla. 1885 Bunset Dy, - Lulseno
_ ' GA 92539 Vista s CA 92081 Cupeno
’ses 7634928 Fax
Ramona Band of Mission Indians - San Luls Rey Band of Mission Indians
Jossph Hamilton, Representitive : Hanry Contreras, Most Likely Descendent
P.0. Box 381670 Cahuiiia ?783 Chapulln Lang Luisend
Anza + CA 92639 . » CA 82028  Gupeno
fQGS} 763-4105 30 728-8722 - Home
[868) 763-4325 Fax - f‘l ; 60) 207-3618 - Cail
_ Ramona Band of Mission Indians g - San Luls Rey Band of Misslon indians
Kewen Kiuipcha, Tribal Administrator Mark Mojado, Cultural Resources
PO Box 1291 . Cafuifia P.O. Box 1 j
Yucea Vallay » CA 92286 - _ Paia  CA 92058
gu @g{g,nm : ‘ {?BO} 743.4488
?gg}n 85-13973 60) 586-4858 (call)
760} 835-2684 Fax
 Ramona Bard of Mission Indlang San Luis Aey Band of Misslon indians
Manue! Hamilton, Chalrperson Russall Rome, Chairman
P 0. Bax 391372 Cahuila L 12084 Old Pomerady Road  Luiseno
» CA 92539 : Fgoﬁvgg,% isas' CA 92084 Cupeno.
41 ' - :
335;”%3?&?&“‘“ ~ -
63-4325 Fax .

T fad ke ctmbeet only 69 of tse thals of this tooument

Dietritution of this Bet does Pot reliovs shateriony 1 Bection 70508 of the Hagith
wmmmmawﬁ@m&mww,mﬁﬂ” Rematrus Gode. et
meh man mmhmmwmmm
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NATIVE AMERICAN CONTACTS
Rlvergide Cou '
 August 18,

Santa Rosa Band of Mission Indiens
“hristina Arzate, Spok '
2.0. Box 3206811

Anza » CA 92539
:909; 763-8140

508) 763-9781 Fax

Sarita Rosa Band of Mission indlans
Terry Hughes, Trbal Adrrinistrator
2,0. Box 390811

dnry y CA 92538
(909} 763-6140

1909} 763-9781 Fax

Sohoba Band of Mission Indians:
Robert J. Salgado, Sr., Chalmpersen
P.O. Box 487 - Lulsann
SantJacinto . CA 92581
308) 654-2765 .

B: (G08) 654-4198

Thie liot 2 cument only 2¢.0f tha dsiz of this dostnent

Bizdrloution of thig Tt doss not relieve of satRory Teeponaliitty 2 defined b Section 7050.8 of tive Heaith it
mmmmmwmmﬁgmumwmmgﬂdwmmm

Thins Hetim ¢ Hia o tod Native Amaticans with regerd in crdtursl megues sxerasment for U proposed
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NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION

915 CAPITOL MALE, ROOM 364
SACRAMENTO, OA 95814

(916) 6534032

{016) 657-5390  Fax

© - Devember 8, 2004

Ms. Cathy Bechtel

Riverside County Transportation Commission
4080 Lemon St, 3rd Floor .
Riverside, CA 92502-2208

Re: Proposed Mid County Parkway Project DEIF
SCH# 2004111103

Dear Ms. Bachtel:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above-mentioned decument. .
* Early consultation with tribes in your area is the best way to identify Native American cuifural

resoliree concerns before a project is underway. Enclosed is a fist of Native Americans _
individualsforganizations that may have unique knowlesige of cultural resources in the project area, The
Commilssion makes no recommendation of a single individual or group over another. Please contact all
ihose listed; if they cannot supply you with specific Information, they may be able to reccmmend others
with specific knowledge. By contacting all those listed, your organization will be better able to respond fo
elaims of failure fo consult with the appropriate tibe or grdup. If you have not received a response within
wo weeks' fime, we recommend that you fallow-up with a telephone call fo make suie that the
information was received. ' A

Lack of surface evidence of archealogical resources does not preciude the existenca of

archeological resources. Lead agencies should consider avoidance, as defined in Section 15376 of the
CEQA Guidelines, when significant cuftural resourres are that could be affected. Provisions shoukl also
be included for accidentally discovered archeological resources during construction per Califonia
Environmental Quality Act {CEQA), Public Resources Code §15084.5 (f). Health and Safety Code
§7050.5; and Public Resources Code §5087.98 mandate the process to be followed in the event of an
accidental discovery of any human remains in a location other than a dedicated cemetery and should ba
included in all environmental docurnents. If you have any questions, please conlact me af (816) 653-

6251.

SInlcerer,‘

o

“zg“ | S ﬁEQEﬂVE@ -

DEC 14 2004

Ce: State Clearinghouse R | m§g§§§%§%ﬁmsm

B.1.9.2




MNafive American Conifacis
Riverside Gounty
December §; 2004

Sarmuel H. Dunlap

P.0. Box 1391 Gabriglino

Temecula » GA 92593  Cahuilla -
Luiseno

(809) 262-9351 (Call)

{509) 693-9196 FAX

Craig Torres

713 E. Bishop Gabrielino Tongva

Santa Ana » GA 92701 '

(714) 542-6678 .

GCoastal Gabricleno Diegueno

Jim Velasques
5776 42nd Strest Gabrielino
Riverside : CA 92509  Kumeyaay

(909) 784-6660

Cupa Cultural Center (Pala Band)

Willlam J. Confreras, Archasology and Cultural Ras,
P.O. Box 455 Luiseno

Pala s CA. 92059

(760) 742-3784

Fermandenof Talaviarn / San Farnando Mission indians
Rudy J. Oriega, Sr., Chairperson

601 Soulh Brand Bouwlevard, Suite 102 (Zabrielino
San Fernando . CA 91340  Chumash

info@iataviam.org Tataviam

(818} 837-0796 Fax.

This list Is current anty a of the dats of thls doctEment,

Fernandeno/ Talaviam / San l;amando Mission Indians
Rudy J. Ortega, Jr., Tribal Administrator

501 South Brand Boulevard, Suite 102 Qgbrieline

San Fernando , CA 81340. Chumash

rudy @tataviam.org Tataviam
- {818) 837-0794 © Yaqui

(818) 837-0796 Fax

Femandenof Tataviam / San Fermando Mission Indians
Lisa Ornelas, Senalor of Culturat Affairs

601 South Brand Boulevard, Sulte 102 Gigbrielino
San Fernando , CA 91340  Chumash

lisa@tataviam.org Tataviam
{818} 837-0794 Yaguli
(818) B37-0796 Fax

Gabrielenol‘f‘ongva Tribal Council
Anthony Morales, Chalrparson
PO Box 623 ‘

San Gabrisl .« CA 91778
{626) 2861632

(626} 286-1262 Fax
(626) 286-1758 (Home)

. Gabriellno Torgva

Gabyielino Band of Mission indians of CA
Ms. Susan Frank

PO Box 3021
Beaumont™ » CA 92233
{808} 647-0094: PhonefFAX

Gabrielino

Gabrieling Tongva Indlans of Galifornia Tribat Councll
John Tommy Hosas, Vice Chalr/Environmental
4712 Admiratty Way, Suite 172 Gabrielina Tongva

Marina BelRey” » CA 80202
310-505-8568 .

Distribution of thls list does not relleve any parmn of stahitory responslbliity as defined In Sectlon 7050.5 of tha Heolth snd '
- Safely Code, Seclion 5057.94 of the Public Regources Code and Section 5097.68 of the Public Resources Code.

This iist 19 only applicable for contaciing loca! Native Americans wilh regard fo cutiurat resources essessment for the proposed

Mid County Parkway ij{_ac!, SCHE 2004111103, Rivarside County.

e




Native Afﬁeﬂcan Contacis
Riverside County
" December 9, 2004

Gabrielino Tongva Indians of Calilomia Tribal Gounel
Robert Dorame, Trlbal Chalr/Culiural Resources
5450 Slauson, Ave, Suite 151 PMB Gabnelino Tongva
Culver Cily s CA 80230 .

_giongva@earihlink.net
62-761-8417 - voice

562-920-9449 - fax

- Gabrieling Tnngva Iru:hans of Caltfomia Tribal Councl
Mercedes Dorame, Tribal Administrator
20980 Las Flores Mesa Drive Gabrielino Tongva
Malibu s CA 80202 .
Pluto05@hotmail.com .

Gabrigline/Tengve Couned / Giabiielino Tongva Nedion

501 Santa Monlca Bivd,, Sulte 500 Giabrieline Tongva

Santa Monica S0401-2415

. CA
(310) 587-2203
(310} 587-2281 Fax

La Jolla Band of Mission Indians
Mr. Terri Hughes, Chairperson
22000 Highway 76

Paurna Valley , CA 82061
(760) 742-3771/72 .

(760) 7421701 Fax

Lulseno

Pala Band of Mission Indians
Robert Smith, Chalrparson
P.Q. Box 50 _ -
Pala . A 82058
{760} 742-3784

(?60) 742-1411 Fax

Luiseno
Cupeno

This lfst 1= cirrent only 2g of the date of thle documant,

Paumta & Yuima
Chiistobal C, Davers, Chairperson
P.0. Box 368 Luiseno

- Pauma Valley » CA 92061

(760) 742-1289

- {760) 742-3422 Fax

Pauma & Yuima
Bennae Calae, Cultural Heosurce Coordinator
P.O. Box 369 Luiseno
Pauma Valley . CA 92061

- (760) 802-1811

(760) 742-3422 Fax

Pauma & Yuima

Juanita Dixon, Environmental Coordinator
P.0. Box 369 Lufserio
Pauma Valley » CA 92061

(760) 742-1289

(760) 742-3422 Fax,

-Pechanga Band of Mission Indlans
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Meeting Summary .
SHPO COORDINATION MEETING FOR THE
MID COUNTY PARKWAY PROJECT

Wednesday, May 23, 2007
- 10:00 a.m. — 12:G0 p.m.
* California Department of Parks and Recreation
Office of Historic Preservation
1416 9th Street, 9th Floor (Manzanita Room), Sacramento, CA 95814

ACTION ITEMS FROM THE MEETING:

Staff from FHWA, Caltrans, RCTC, LSA, CH2M HILL, and Applied Earthworks (AE) will
meet o discuss the potential National Register eligibility of the CBJ Dalry and o agree
upon a consistent discussion of the resource In the documents for the SR79 and Mid

County Parkway (MCP) projects.

LSA will verify the location of the CBJ Dairy relative fo the Area of Potential Effects
(APE) for the MCP.

The evaluation of SRI-VOL-22 will consider indirect effects to the site (e.g., Integrity of
the viewshed) in addition to any direct effects.

The cultural resources evaluation will need to discuss the cumulative impacts to cuitural
resources resulting from the proposed MCP as well as various large land development
projects within fhe area.

RCTC will meet with the County of Riverside and the developer for the Villages of

Lakeview fo discuss the cumulative Impacts to SRI-\VOL-22, including
avoidance/minimization measures proposed for the site by the Villages of Lakeview

development project.

The culiural resources treatment plan for the MCF project will consider the potentiaf for
buried sites, through an analysis of geomorphology, paleosolls, etc., with g freatment
plan for dealing with unanticipated discoveries (such as consiruction monitoring). If
necessary, a buried sites sampling plan for the project area would be prepared based
upon knawn sensilivities. The sampling plan would involve the excavation of frenches,
shovel test pits (STPs) and/or units on properties after they have been acquired for the
project but prior to construction

Tha Section 4(f} Evaluation will identify the CBJ Dairy and the SRI-VOL-22 site as
patentlal Section 4(f) resources. (Note: the CBJ Dairy has since been determined not

efigible per field meeting of 6/21/07)




FHWA will subrnit a letter fo the SHPO on or before August 31, 2007 (with cc¢’s to RCTC
and Caltrans), identifying the proposed phasing of the Section 106 process for the
project, including work performed to date, work in progress, and future activities.

+  LSA will send a PDF file of the meeting maps to the OHP (Mike McGuirt).

ATTENDEES

Mike McGuirt {OHP) Edrle Vinson (FHWA)

Karen Swape (Caltrans) Cathy Bechtel (RCTC)

Rob McCann (LSA) Curt Duke (LSA)

Nina Belu (LSA) Carolyn Washburn (CH2M HILL)
Susan Galdberg (AE) Vanessa Mirro (AE)

1. Purpose of Meeting

Edrie Vinson stated that the purpose of the meeting was to: 1) present informatioh to the
OHP to support the SHPO'’s concurrence on proceeding with Alternative 9 as the preferred
MCP alternative, and, 2) fo review the proposed phasing of the Section 106 process for the
praject, including a request for SHPO concurrence on preliminary Determinations of
Eligibility and Findings of Effect prior to circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS in January 2008.

2. Review of Sites Affected by the MCP Project

Referring {o materials distributed to meeting attendees prior to the meeting, Edrie Vinson
and Nina Délu presented information on one historic resource (CBJ Dairy) and prehistoric
archaeological resources affected by the project that are potentially eligible for the Nailonal
Register and may warrant Phase 2 site testing.

CBJ Dairy: Edrie Vinson expressed concern that the SR79 and MCP project consultants
were not consistent in their respective evaluations of this resource (for MCP, LSA had
concluded that the dairy was not eligible for the National Register or the California Register;
for SR79, AE had concluded that the dairy was not eligible for the National Register but was
eligible for the California Register). Edrie Vinson stated that, based on her review of the :
information submitted by AE, the dairy may be eligible for the Natlonal Register. It was
agreed that a separate meeting woulid be held beiwsen FHWA, Calirans, RCTC, LSA,
CH2M HILL, and AE to discuss the potential National Register eligibility of the CBJ Dairy,
and to make sure that the resource Is discussed consistently in the documents for the two

profacts. :
P.33~13791: Edrie Vinson said no discussion of this site was needed since it is not within

the APE for the preferrad alternative (Alternative 9). It is within the APE for Alternatives 4-7
and thus fully avoided by Alternative 9. Alternatives 4-7 would have direct and indirect




(visual) impacts fo the site. The site is potentially eligible for the National Register under ‘
criteria other than *d”. (Note that this resource could be eligible under criteria other than

)

SRI-VOL-22: Nina Delu distributed the draft site record for SRI-VOL-22 that she had just
received from the culfural resources consultant for the Villages of Lakeview project. The
overall site measures approximately 336,000 square meters, and the portion of the site
within the direct APE for MCP measures approximately 7 ac (2.8 ha) or 29,000 sguare
meters. The land formation upon which the site lies has been deep-ripped and plowed for
numerous years, but the site appears {o be relatively Intact below the plow zone. The site is
a very deep (4 meters below ground surface) multicomponent site that includes ceramics
and intact features dating to 8600 years before present, along with pictographs and rock art.
The northerly site boundary abuts the proposed MCP atignment, but this site boundary is not
wel defined. For the MCP project, Phase 2 testing is proposed to better define the northerly
site boundary. The northern portion of the site does not appear fo have affributes associated
with the more significant southerly portions of the site at the base of the Lakeview
Mountains. SR previously excavated 40 trenches at this site, and AE excavated 72
renches at locus RIV-6069. Trench excavations on the site reveal that a more dense
deposit of artifacts Is present on the southem and central portidns of the site; northermn
trenches within and near the MCP direct APE, albeit imited, indicate a drastic drop-off in site
density. Previous work at the site by SRI was for GEQA only. Susan Goldberg noted that the
rock art s about 200-300 vears old. She also stated that cultural material from the site was
spread out in the immediate area during the construction of the Inland Feeder water

pipeiine. :

In response fo Mike McGuirt's question, Rob McCann nofed that in this focation, the MCP
would be constructed on about three feet of fill. Mike McGuirt asked whether there was a
view of the highway from the significant partions of the 'site. Nina Delu and Susan Goldberg
were not sure. Mike McGuirt and Edrie Vinson indicated that potential visual impacts should

be considered in the evaluation of the site.

In response to Mike McGuirt's question, Edrie Vinson confirmed that FHWA would recogniza
the cumulative effect {o cultural resources resulting from the MCP project and other land
development and infrastruclure projects in the area. :

In response to Mike McGuirt's question regarding Native American consultation, Nina Delu
and Karen Swope indicated that over 20 fribes had been contacted and six
{Gabrielino/Tongva, Pechanga, Soboba, Ramona, Cahuilla, and Moronge) had requested to
be involved in the project. Nina Delu stated that while the tribes had not provided feedback
on any traditional culfural values assoclated with SRI-VOIL-22, they had identified significant
values associated with P-33-13791 and requested fulj avoidance of that site. Karen Swope
stated that the tribes would likely place a high value on the rock art at SRI-VOL-22. Susan
Goldberg added that this site is known as the "Lizard Cave” site and contains spectacular
rock art. Curt Duke further added that the Pechanga had knowledge of this site.

Mike McGuirt asked if the Villages of Lakeview project proposed housing in this area;
neither Cathy Bechtel nor Rob McCann knew since they had not seeh a recent sile plan.




Mike McGuirt asked if the Villages of Lakeview project proposed housing in this area;
neither Cathy Bechiel nor Rob McCann knew since they had not seen a recent site plan.
Mike McGulrt stated that the evaluation for MCP should avaluate the indirect effects on the
site and consider the integrity of the overall viewshed of the site {i.e., if the viewshed is
degraded then it degrades the powar of the sife). He strongly encouraged RCTC to work
with the Cotnty of Riverside and the developer to fullly avold this site as well as to consider
cumufative impacts of the projects, and visual mifigation such as berms or planting o screen
the view of the highway and land development from the site. FHWA and RCTC should
demonstrate that they have considered the iribes’ feelings in evaluating the site and the
direct, Indirect, and cumulative impacts of the MCP.

Mike MoGuirt further stated that the evaluation for Naflonal Reglster. ellgibility must consider
not only the archaeoclogical data from the sile, but also the rock art and the site’s valugas a

Tradifional Cuitural Property.

Mike MoGuirt asked what sort of altematives (e.g., screening, compensatory mitlgation, and
avoidance alternatives) ware proposed to the tribes to minimize impacts to these resources.
The BHPO will look to FHWA to propose feasible and meaningful solutions to avold and

minimize impacts to these resources.

Mike stfated that the sita may be a district, and this polential should be considered, and
compliance afforts should be scaled appropriately. ‘

. Mike noted that until the Phase 2 testing proves otherwise the site will femain within the
APE.

Mike $tated that the site Is presumably eligible under multiple criteria that carry different
Integrity issues, Compliance must deal with the effects of the undertaking of each of these

values.

Other Bites that May Warrant Phase 2 Testing: Nina Delu briefly reviewed the other sites
included in the information package distributed prior fo the meeting. Many of these are
quarry sites, Edrle Vinson noted that these nine sites would appear {o be potentially eliglble
for the Natlonal Register under only Criterion D, and therefore would not be considered -

Saction 4{f) resources, -

-+ inresponse to Mike McGuirt's question on whether any portions of the project would be

construciad on a depressed alignment, Rob McCann noted there was a 1-1.5 mile
~ section along Placentia Avenue in the City of Perris that would be below existing ground

level; Mike MeGuirt stated that he would ke fo ses the project studies identify the
likelihood of encountering unknown buried archasological resources during construction
and propose a monitoring plan during censtruction. He recommended that a constraints
identification be dane fo identify sensitive soils where there may be a potential for buried
cultural resources, through an analysis of geomorphology, paleosoils, etc., with a
treatrent plan for dealing with unanticipated discoverles (such as constructton
rmonitoring). Edrie Vinson suggested that, depending upon the result of the congiraints




Identification, a buried sltes sampling plan could be proposed based upon sensitivity of
diffetent areas that would include additional testing (excavation of trenches; 8TPs and/for
units) on properties after they have been acquired for the project but pricr to
construction. Susan noted that for the Eastside Reservoir project studies, SHPO
allowed construction without monitoring because AE had demonsirated that their buried

sites predictive modeling was adequale,

3. Meeting Wrap Up/MNext Steps

Edrie Vinson thanked Mike McGuirt for the opportunity to meet and present information
about the praposed preferred alternative for the MCP project. There appears to be'
consenstis on proceeding with Alternaiive § as the preferred MOP alternative. Furthermore,
based on the discussion, she stated that FHWA would proceed with the Section 4(f)
Evaluation Identifying two cultural resources (CBJ Dalry and SRI-VOL-22) as potential
Saction 4(f) resources. Mike McGuirt expressed his appreciation for FHWA and RCTC’s
early involvement of the OHP in the project. Edrle Vinson requested that meeting mihules
be prepared that would be signed off on by OHP, FHWA, Calirans, and RCTG.

There was also ganeral consensus on phasing the Section 106 process in order to meet
RCTC's schadule for clreulating the Draft EIR/EIS for public review in January 2008, Mike
MeGuirt requested that FHYWA submit a letter to the SHPO for their concurrence, identifying
the proposed phasing of ihe Section 108 process for the project, including work performed
1o date, work In progress, and fufure activilles. Edrie Vinscn stated that the Draft EIR/EIS
would discuss Determinations of Eligibility and Findings of Effect for only the preferred
.alternative (Alternative 9. In order to meet the schedule for circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS,
FHWA will request early cansultation with the SHPO fo seek concurence on preliminary
draft Determinations of Eligibility and Findings of Effect, with the submittal of complete
documentation to follow the public review of the Draft EIR/EIS.

Irs response to Mike McGuirt's request, Nina Delu agreed to send him a PDF copy of the
maps presented at the meeding. :

Meeting summary prepared by Rob MeCann {LBA).

CONC}IUR: : .
A - e

Mike McGuirt, Offie of Historlc Preservation Dat
- .l' - R ‘7“/? - & .
Edrie Vinson, Federal Highway Administration Date :
Y |, Srag. gl 9/o7
Karen Swops, Callfornla Department of Transpartation Date . o
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
CALIFORNIA DIVISION
650 Capitol Mall, Suite 4-100
Sacramento, CA. 95814

August 13, 2007

INREBLY REFER TO
HDA-CA

File # 8-RIV-

. Document # P57606

CERTIFIED RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED: 7003 1680 0002 3834 1596

Mr. Milford Wayne Donaldson, FATA
State Historic Preservation Officer
Office of Historic Preservation

P.O. Box 942896

. Sacramento, CA 94296-0001

" Dear Mr, Donaldson:

SUBJECT: Phased Evaluation and Finding of Effect Under Section 106 for the Mid County
Parkway Project, Located in Riverside County, California

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the Riverside County Transportation
Commission (RCTC), and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) propose to
construct the Mid County Parkway (MCP), located in Riverside County, California. This project
is listed on the national priority list for environmental stewardship and streamlining pursuant to
Executive Order 13274. FHWA has been working closely with its agency partners to seek ways
to streamline the environmental review process in innovative ways while fully complying with
all environmental laws and regulations. In March 2007, FHWA initiated consultation with the
State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO). On May 23, 2007, FHWA, SHPO, Caltrans, and
RCTC met to discuss phasing the evaluation and finding of effect for this project. This letter is
being prepared to establish what cultural resource efforts have been made to date, what is in
process, and what is planned for the future.

FHWA is the lead federal agency for the project and is responsible for compliance with Section
106 of National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA, 36 CFR Part 800). The Section 106
Programmatic Agreement (PA) between the FHWA, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
(ACHP), SHPO, and Caltrans applies to this project. To date, efforts to identify historic
properties that may be impacted by the undertaking include the completion of an archaeological
survey, extended phase one archaeological survey (XPI), and historic resources survey of all
project alternatives (Alternatives 4, 5, 6, 7, and 9). During this process, FHWA has consulted
and sought input from Indian Tribes and historical groups, These efforts have been documented
in the following reports:

AMERICAM
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« Archaeological Survey Report (ASR)
« Extended Phase I Survey Report (in preparation)
« Historic Resource Evaluation Report (HRER)

36 CFR 800.4(b)(2) and 800.5(a)(3) and Section XII of the PA allow for phasing the
identification, evaluation, and finding of effect processes. FHWA. desires to phase the evaluation
and finding of effect (FOR) stage of the Section 106 process. In cooperation with RCTC and
Caltrans, FUWA has identified a likely preferred alternative (Alternative 9) that willbe
identified as such to the public in the Draft Exvivonmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact
Statement (EIR/EIS). FEHWA. proposes to limit archaeological evaluation and FOE to the
preferred alternative. This information along with a Draft APE map, Draft ASR, Draft XPI
Proposal, Draft HRER, and site records of specific sites within all project alternatives that were
deemed potentially eligible sites to the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) was shared
with Mike McGuirt of your staff in May 2007. In the May 23, 2007 meeting, FHWA, SHPO,
Caltrans, and RCTC tentatively agreed that Alternative 9 was the least impacting to potential
historic properties and that archaeological evaiuatlon and FOE w0u§d be limited to Alternative 9
as the preferred alternative,

While the fieldwork and report for the XPI are being completed, LSA. Associates, Inc. has
prepared an Archaeological Bvaluation Proposal (AEP) for the nine archaeological sites that are
pwposed to undergo archaeological excavation. The actual number of sites that will be included
in the Final AEP will likely vary due to: minor changes to the APE; proposed Envir omnen‘cally
Sensitive Areas (ESAs); and sites from the XPI that warrant excavation. The purpose of this
approach is to allow preparation for the archaeological evaluation to proceed so that the project
Draft EIR/EIS would be able to present a valid FOE for archacological resources. It was further
agreed that due to the project schedule, a Draft FOE memorandum would be submitted shortly
after archaeological excavation is coneluded, This memorandum would be the basis for the
findings presented in the Draft EIS/EIR, which is scheduled for circulation to the public in
January 2008. In the meantime, the formal archacological analysis and the Archaeological
Evaluation Report (AER) would be drafied. All Section 106 responsibilities for Alternative 9
will be completed prior to issuance of the Fmal EIR/EIS and approval of the federal Record of
Decision in December 2008,

FHWA. requests your formal concurrence with this approach as indicated by Mike McGuirt in
the meeting held on May 23, 2007. FHWA looks forward to our continuing cooperation on this
very important streamlining project. Please contact Edrie Vinson at (916) 204-7408 if you have
any questions or comments.

Sincerely,
. /s/ Edrie Vinson
For’

Gene K. Fong
Division Administraf:or




U.S5. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
CALIFORNIA DIVISION
630 Capitol Mall, Suite 4-[00
Sacratnento, CA. 95814

N REPLY REFER 10

HDA-CA

File# FHWA-CA-EIS-04-01-D)
“Document #

" October 22, 2007

Mr. Darren Hill and Mr. George Zuniga
Soboba Cultural Resource Department
Soboba Band of Luisefio Indians

23904 Soboba Road ’

San Jacinto, CA 92583

Subject:  Mid County Parkway Archaeclogical Testing Program

Dear Mr, Hill and Mr. Zuniga:

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) appreciates the comments received thus far from the
Soboba Band of Luisefio regarding the Mid County Parkway (MCP) Draft Archaeological Evaluation:
Proposal (AEP). From the comments made at the meetings on October 5 and 11,'2007, and from your e-
mail (from Darren Hill and George Zuniga received on October 18, 2007), I understand that Soboba is
concermed with the following issues: ;

= Thatthe MCP Tribal consultation has been rushed;
¢ Sobaba requests that all artifacts be avoided or securcly stored on site; and

¢ That there seems to be no provisions for the custody and ownership of the artifacts collected.

FHW A, is taking its responsibilities to consuli with the Indian Tribes on this project very seriously, While
the consultation regarding the AEP has been expedited; I think that the consultation effort to date has
been adequate. After the distribution of the Draft ABP (sent to the Soboba on September 23, 2007), two
mestings were arranged (on October 5 and October 11, 2007) to explain the content of and methods
included within the Draft AEP, and to answer any questions or address any concetns that the Tribes may

* have, Comments received from Tribes during the Oclober 5, 2007 meeting were considered and addressed
with draft language that was circulated at the meeting on October 11, 2007, In addition, several additional
attempts (telephone and e-mail) have been made to solicit a response from all of the interested Tribes, and
we have atiempted to address all specific concerms that have been expressed about the Draft ARP.

Regarding your request to avoid or securely store cultural materials on site, every effort has been nmade to
avoid eultural resources in the MCP area of potential effects {APE), and as a result proposed excavations
are limited to within the direct APE. Unfortunately, there arc a few sites in the project direct APE that are
located in regions that are not considered secure enough to store artifacts on site. While we understand
that it is Soboba’s policy that artifacts and cultural items are not collected or curated, the artifacts
discovered during Phase 2 excavations will need to be analyzed in a laboratory setting to aid in the site
evaluation process. Furthermore, all of the sites that are being tested are inside the direct APE and will
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likely be directly affected by construction. As such, artifacts that are reburied on site would be in jeopardy
of being destroyed along with the site during the construction phase of work.

As aresult of your in-put in the meeting on Octaber 5, 2007, a chain of custady of all artifacts from the
field collection to the project laboratory will be maintained, The details are included in the revised AEP,
which was redistributed in Draft form in our meeting of October 11, 2007. Also as a result of your in-put
we have revised the AEP in regards to curation. A curation agreement will be worked out (most likely
with the Western Center for Avchacology and Paleontalogy [WCAP]) that will altempt to take into
account the Tribe's concerns, including the issue of ownership and uliimate disposition of artifscts. As we
work towards a curation agreement for the MCP artifacts, we will continue to work with Tribes to ensure
that their voices are heard on the issues of curation. If you are interested in visiting the WCAP, we can
arrange a tour of the facility or if you would liké to arrange this on your own please contact Paisley Cato
at p.calo@westerncentermuseum.org. :

The MCP is a large and complex project. The schedule must continue to move forward as allowed and

encouraged by the Executive Order for Environmental Streamlining. In order to meet our project

deadlines, it is imperative that wé begin fieldwork as soon as possible {previously scheduled to start on
“October 22, 2007). ' '

The FHWA and the'pamzpr agencies an the MCP have made a reasonable and good faith effort to consult
with the Tribes, and I would like fo encourage an open-ended dialog between all interested parties. Please
feel free to contact me at (949) 253-7959 or any of the project representatives, at any time.

Sincerely, _
N

Ldrie Vinson'

Senior Environmental Specialist
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U:S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
CALIFORNIA DIVISION
650 Capitol Mall, Suite 4-100
Sacramento, CA, 95814

N REPLY REFER TO

HDA-CA

File # FHWA-CA-EIS-04-01-D
Document #

October 24, 2007

Ms. Laura Miranda

Pechanga Baud of Luisefio Indians
P.O. Box 1477

Temecula, CA. 92593

Subject:  Mid County Parkway Archaeological Testing Program

Dear Ms. Miranda:

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) appreciates the comments received thus far from the
Pechanga Band of Lujsefio Indians (Pechanga) regarding the Mid County Parkway (MCP) Draft
Archaeological Evaluation Proposal (AEP). From your ¢-mails, the comments made at the field meeting
on October 11, 2007, by Pechanga representatives Anna Hoover and Pavl Macatro, and from our phone
conversation on October 18, 2007, 1 understand that Pechanga is concerned that the federal consultation
requirements are not being met for the reasons you deseribed below:

+  There has not been adequate time for Pechanga to review and make comwents on the Draft AEP or
the Extended Phase I (XPI) Survey Report, In addition, there has not been adequate time to review the
scope of work, complete the monitoring agreements, and schiedule monitors for ficldwork for the
AEDP.

«  Alignment options and site treatment/preservation issues are being decided during the testing of the
MCP sites that forecloses the ability of Pechanga to consult and make meaningful recommendations
on these topics. ‘

+  There has not been sufficient time for Pechanga to schedule a meeting with the agencies involved
with MCP.

It is our understanding from your communications that if the Phase II testing of MCP sites proceeds
without providing additional time for consultation with Pechanga, that Pechanga will participate with the
Phase II testing only under protest for the right to conisult on and protect the cultural resources as well as
to understand the actions that the ageneies are taking, We also nnderstand that Pechanga does not agree
with the streamlined approach of the MCP project that allows for the different phases of work to overlap.
We acknowledge that the overlapping of some of the steps it the identification and evaluation of cultural
- resouces is not the normat FHWA process. FHHWA has undertaken these streamlining measures pursuant
to this project’s caverage under Executive Order 13274 for Environmental Stewardship and Streamlining;
howaever, we are committed to complying with all federal laws, including Section 106,




FHWA and its partner governments (Riverside County Transportation Commission [RCTC] and
California Department of Transportation [Caltrans]) ave taking their responsibilities to consult with the
Indian Tribes on this project very serioushy. I think that the consultation effort to date has been
exemplary, albeit expedited at times. During the MCP Phase [ Identification Survey, a total of 20,000
acres were surveved and over 600 cultural resources were identified. The area of potential effects (APE)
for the various design alternatives of the MCP project was reduced to just less than 8,000 acres in size and
contains a total of 96 cultural resources, Through the consultation that began in 2004 between Pechanga
and RCTC, Pechanga has played a key role in decisions on alignment options and site preservation issues,
including numerous meetings to discuss the Cajalco Creek Site (P-33-13791). Going back to RCTC’s
meeting with you and other Pechanga Tribal members in August 2004, RCTC listened to concerns
regarding the cultural imporfance of this sife {o the Tribe. Consequently, RCTC searched for different
alternatives for avoiding or minimizing effects to this site, which were then reviewed by the Pechanga
Tribal Council. Ultimately, the importance of this site to Pechanga was one key factor in RCTC’s
decision to select Alternative 9 as their locally preferred alternative. Alternative 9 is the only alternative
that fully avoids the Cajalco Creek Site. As the lead agency for the United States Government on this
project, FHWA seeles to continue to work with the Tribe in the same spirit of cooperation that led to the
avoidance of the Cajalco Creek site,

With the distribution of the Draft AEP (sent to all Tribes on September 25, 2007), two meetings were
arranged {on October 3 and October 11, 2007) to explain the content of and methods included within the
Draft AEP, to hicar comments from the Tribes, and to answer any questions or address any concerns that
the Tribes may have. Coraments received from Tribes during the October 5, 2007, meeting were
expeditiously considered and addressed with draft language that was cireulated at the feld meeting on
October 11, 2007, Although Pechanga was not represented at the October 3, 2007, meeting, a
representative of LSA Associates, Inc. (1.SA) contacted Pechanga after the meeting in order for the Tribe
to understand what had been discussed. In addition, several additional attempts (telephone and e-mail)
have been made to solicit a response from all of the interested Tribes, and we have attempted to address -
all specific concernis that have bean expressed about the Draft AEP,

The agencies (FHW A, Caltrans, and RCTC) arranged for a representative from both the Advisory Council
on Historic Preservation and for the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) to be present at the
October 11,2007, field meeting in order for the Tribes to be able to express their concerns about the MCP

project. A direct result of the October 11, 2007, field meeting was that the agencies, in the spirit of early
and ongoing consultation, decided to send out a copy of the Preliminary Draft MCP XPI Survey Report
for preliminary review by the interested Indian Tribes, even though this report is still under review by
FHWA, Caltrans, and RCTC, Although this report is currently under review, we have all been kept
apprised of which XPI sites would be moving forward into the archacological evaluation program based
on what was recovered during the XPI survey, and which sites are not advancing; these criteria were
clearly explained in the XPI Survey Proposal. During the XPI survey, weekly e-mail updates were sent to
the Ttibes by LSA that documented the types of arfifacts that were found at sites that contain a subsurface
deposit, Sites without a subsorface componerit were also documented in these exmails, The XPIreport isa
culiination of the fieldwork and consultation for this phase of the project, and a1l findings thaf were sent
out in the ¢-mail correspondeitce are reported within, Any feedback that was received from the Tribes
during or after the XPI fieldwork is reflected in the XPI Survey Repost. Monitoring of the XPLsurvey
wortk by Tribal representatives is a form of consultation that afforded & great opportunity for both the
Tribes and agencies to leamn more about the MCP sites and to comment while the work was in progress.
We are confident that the Tribes will find that the November 26, 2007, date, which allows the Tribes a 40-
day review period, is sufficient time for the Tribes to offer comments on this document,
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A critical part of Section 106 consultation is the determinations of eligibility and the findings of effect.
FHWA, Caltrans, SHPO, and RCTC agreed during the October 11, 2007, Geld meeting to sit down ina
mesting with the Tribes as part of the discussions about MCP determinations of eligibility and findings of
effect. This unprecedented offer is being made to the Tribes as an example of the innovative measures the
agencies are willing to undertale to expedite this project, while fully considering the impacts of priority -
projects under the Executive Order. This meeting will be scheduled for the latter part of December 2007,
after the Phase 1T excavations are completed. In addition to this meeting, we will be secking Tribal input
and consultation throughout all phases of the archaeological evaluation fieldwork. As with the XPI
fieldwork, any feedback from the Tribal moxitors on Phase II will be reflected in the Archaeological
Evaluation Report, and will help us all to become more confident in our ability to have meaningful
discussions on the determinations of eligibility and findings of effect on the tested sites.

The MCP is a large and complex project. The schedule must continue to move forward as prioritized by
the Executive Oxder 13274 for Environmental Stewardship and Streamlining, The reports for the project
are compliant with Federal and State requirements, as applicable, and there is a quality assurance/quality
controf process that ensures the highest standards as we proceed through our National Historic
Preservation Act (NHPA}, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) requirements. Please be assured that decisions are not being made that preclude
Tribal input and meaningful consultation, In fact, the contributions from the Tribes thus far have led us to
a much more environmentally sound alternative, one that is supported or accepted by all of the agencies
with whom we consult. I acknowledge the Tribes for that. Additionally, fieldwork that was originally
slated to begin on October 15, 2007, has been postponed to November 5, 2007. With the extension of this
start date to allow for more time for you to review the Draft AEP, the XPI Survey Report, and the scope
of work for'completing monitoring agreements, we hope we have successfully addressed your concerns.

The FUWA and other partner agencies on the MCP project encotirage continued open-ended dialog
among all interested parties on this project as well as full consideration of all of the archacolo gical sites.
Please feel free to contact me at (949) 253-7959 or any of the project representatives at any time.

Sincerely,

Edrie Vinson
Senior Environmental Specialist
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U.S. DPEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
CALIFORNIA DIVISTON
650 Capitol Maif, Suite 4-100

Sacramenio, CA. 95814

I REPLY REFER TO

HDA-CA

File # FHWA-CA-EIS-04-01-D

Document #

October 30, 2007

Mr, Adrian Morales

San Gabriel Band of Mission Indiang
2077 East Greenhaven St.

Covina, CA 91724

Subject:  Mid County Parkway Archaeological Testing Program
Dear Mr. Morales:

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) values the comments received from the San Gabriel Band
of Mission Indians (Gabricleno) regarding the Mid County Parkway (MCP) Draft Archaeological
Evaluation Proposal (AEP). From the comments made at the meetings on October 5 and 11,2007, and
from your e-muil (from Adrian Morales received on October 25, 2007}, Tunderstand that the Gabrieleno
requests further consultation on the following issues: '

® The proposed Phase II work plan methods provided in the Diaft AEP including the use of Shovel Test
Pits (STPs) to deternine National and California Register site significance, and the percentage
amount of the site being tested;

® The curation plan for the artifacts collected during the Phase Il work;

* A rcasonably accurate determination of the presence of human remains on the sites during the Phase
II; and

 ‘'That the consultants on this project, LSA Assaciates, Ine. (LSA} not minimize the significance of the
Phase I sites,

As far as archaeological field methods are concetmed, we agree with you that STPs are a great way to
detertnine site boundaries. In addition, they can be helpfuf indicators of the densest portions of the
investigated site; based on the density of material found {or not found) within an STP, they can often aid
i the placement of farger test excavations units. As written in the Draft AEP, this is how the STPs will
be used: for boundary testing and aiding in the placement of excavation units; not to determine overall
site significance. In'order to gather an adequate sample for site testing and evaluation we Propose o use &
series of 1 X 1 m units. '




The Phase Il evaluations of the MCP sites are bein g conducted to determine whether these sites are
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NREP) and whether they are historical resources
under California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). FHWA, Caltrans, RCTC, the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation (ACHP), and the State Histodic Preservation Office (SHPO) all discourage .
unnecessary excavation of archacological sites both becanse of costs and fo avoid impacts to sites that
waould otherwise not be affected. In that manner, we feel that the Lypes of testing methods and the
quantities of excavations that are proposed i the AEP are at an appropriate level for a Phase {I
investigation.

Site significance is cvaluated based on a number of factors that can play very important roles in applying
the four NRHP criteria: the types of artifacts recovered, the density of the attifacts encountered, the
integrity of the site (that is, how well preserved the cultural deposit is), the ability to temporally place the
site, the potential to yield important data, the presence of human reinains, and tribal in-put received
during project consultation, We agree with your concern about accurately determining early-on the
presence of human remains on the MCP sites whenever possible. We believe that the AEP presents a plan
for excavation that may help to signal the presence of human burials on each site, although it will always
be difficult to predict the presence of singular burials. We appreciate your input about the location of
burials and cremations in and around habitation, multi-use, and possibly milling sites.

* Itis the shared responsibility of FHWA, California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), and
Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC) in consultation with the Tribes to create, execute,
and determine eligibility on the sites that are being tested on the Mid County Parkway. LSA is a
consultant to RCTC. Under the authority of FHWA, Caltrans professionally qualified staff (PQS) review
all proposals and reporis to ensure compliance with all applicable state and federal reguirciments.
Recommendations will start with LSA, but the determinations of eligibility and the findings of effect are
ultimately determined by the agencies with input from the Tribes. Please note that FHWA, Caltrans,
SHFPO, and RCTC agreed during the October 11, 2007, field meeting to sit down in a meeting with the
Tribes as part of the discussions about MCP determinations of eli gibility and findings of effect, In
addition to this meeting, we will be seeking Tribal input and consultation throughout all phases of the
archaeological evalnation fieldwork.

We appreciate the thoughtful comments that we have received from the Tribes on the Draft AEP. After
the distribution of the Draft ABP (sent to all interested Tribes on September 25, 2007), two meetings were
arranged {on October 5 and October 11, 2007) to explain the content of and methods included within the
Dratt AEP, and to answer any questions or address any concerns that the Tribes may have. Comments
received from Tribes dutipg the October 5, 2007 meetin g were considered and addressed with draft
language that was circulated at the meeting on October 11, 2007. In addition, several additional attempts
(telephone and e-mail) have been made to solicit a response frotn all of the interested Tribes, and we have
attempted to address all specific concerns that have been expressed about the Draft AEP, We have
recently set up a third rieeting on November 2, 2007, between the agencies and the Tribes (o offer another
forup: for you fo be able to ask questions and discuss your concerns. We hope that you will be able to

attend this raeeting.

" We assure you that a curation agreement wilf be worked out that will attempt to take into acconnt all
Tribe's concerns, including the issue of access, ownership and ultimate disposition of artifacts. As we
work towards a curation agreement for the MCP artifacts, we will continue to work with Tribes to ensure
that their voices are heard on the issues of curation. As discussed on October 5 and 11, 2007, we are
considering the use of the Western Center for Archaeology and Paleontology for curation of artifact; as
requested by the Tribes, we have arratiged for a tour of the facility on November 2, 2007.




The MCP is a large and complex project and we thank you for your continued involvement and

- participation. The schedule must continue to move forward 43 prioritized by the Executive Order 13274
for Environmental Stewardship and Streanlining, The reporis for the praject are compliant with Federal
and State requirentents, as applicable, and there is a quality assurance/quality control process thal ensures
the highest standards as we proceed through our NHPA, NEPA, and CEQA requirements, The FHWA -
and the partner agencies on the MCP will contintie to make a reasonable and good faith effort to consult
with the Tribes, and Iwould like to encourage an open-ended dialog between all interested parties. Please
feel free to contact me at (949} 253-7959 or any of the project fepresentatives, at any time.

Sincerely, .
s Vieraon

Gene Fong
Division Administrator
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U.S. DPEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATICN
CALIFORNIA DIVISION
650 Capitol Mall, Suite 4-100
Sacramento, CA 93814

May 9, 2008

IN REPLY REFER TO

HDA-CA
File # 8-RIV- Mid County Parkway
Document #58359

CERTIFIED RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED:
Mr. Milford Wayne Donaldson, FAIA

State Historic Preservation Officer

Office of Historic Preservation

P.O. Box 942896

Sacramento, CA 94296-0001

Dear Mr. Donaldson;

SUBJECT: Phased Evaluation and Finding of Effect under Section 106 for the Mid County
Parkway Project, Riverside County, California

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the Riverside County Transportation

Commission (RCTC), and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) propose to
construct the Mid County Parkway (MCP), located in Riverside County, California. This project
1s listed on the national priority list for environmental stewardship and streamlining pursuant to
Executive Order 13274. FHWA has been working closely with its agency partners to seck ways
to streamline the environmental review process in innovative ways while fully complying with

all environmental laws and regulations. In cooperation with RCTC and Caltrans, FHWA has
preliminatily identified a preferred alternative (Alternative 9) which would be identified as such . .
to the public in the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement
(EIR/EIS).

In March 2007, FHWA initiated consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer
(SHPO). On May 23, 2007, FHWA, SHPO, Calirans, and RCTC met to discuss phasing the
evaluation and finding of effect for this project. In addition to providing the status of the efforts
completed to date, describing the efforts currently in progress, and the describing the efforts
anticipated in the future, this Ietter also supplements our letter of August 13, 2007 in which the
FHWA requested formal concurrence with the phased evaluation and finding of effect for
Altemative 9 of the MCP.

FHWA is the lead federal agency for the project and is responsible for compliance with Section
106 of National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA, 36 CFR Part 800). The Section 106
Programmatic Agreement (PA) between the FHWA, the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation (ACHP), SHPO, and Caltrans applies to this project. To date, efforts to identify
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historic properties that may be affected by the undertaking include the completion of an
archacological survey, an Extended Phase I Survey (XPI), and historic resources survey of all
project alternatives (Alternatives 4, 5, 6, 7, and 9). Additionally, a Phase II study has been
conducted for Alternative 9. During this process, FHWA has consulted and sought input from
Indian Tribes and historical groups. These efforts have been documented in the following .
reports:

 Archaeological Survey Report (ASR)

«  Extended Phase I Survey Report (in preparation)

« Historic Resource Evaluation Report (HRER)

« Preliminary Determination of Bligibility/Finding of Effect (in preparation)

In accordance with 36 CFR 800.4(b) (2) and 800.5(a) (3) and Section XII of the PA allow for
phasing the identification, evaluation, and finding of effect processes. FHWA desires to phase
the evaluation and finding of effect (FOE) stage of the Section 106 process.

FHWA proposes fo limit the archaeological evaluation and effects findings to Alternative 9.

This information along with a Draft APE map, Draft ASR, Draft XPI Proposal, Draft HRER, and
site records of specific sites within all project alternatives that were deemed potentially eligible
sites to the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) was shared with Mike McGuirt
(formerly of your staff) in May 2007. In the May 23, 2007 meeting, FHWA, SHPO, Caltrans,
and RCTC tentatively agreed Alfernative 9 was the least impacting to potential historic
properties and that the archaeological evaluation and effects findings would be [imited to
Alternative 9 (see attached meeting summary).

As the fieldwork and report preparation for the XPI were being completed, LSA. Associates, Inc.
prepared an Archaeological Evaluation Proposal (AEP) for the nine archaeological sites
proposed for Phase II study and excavation. This approach allowed the archaeological
evaluation to proceed so that the project Draft EIR/EIS will be able fo presént a preliminary, yet
valid, FOE for archaeological resources. In order to accommodate to the project schedule, it was
also agreed during the May 23, 2007 meeting that a memorandum combining the preliminary
determination of eligibility (DOE) and the preliminary finding of effect FOE) would be prepared
- shortly after fieldwork for the Phase II study was concluded.

Archaeological fieldwork associated with the MCP Phase Il study occurred from November 12
to December 13, 2007 and the draft DOE/FOE memorandum is nearing completion. As
proposed, the draft DOE/FOE will be the basis for the findings presented in the Draft EIS/EIR,
scheduled for circulation to the public in late spring, 2008. In the meantime, the formal
archaeological analysis and the Archaeological Evaluation Report (AER) will be drafted. All
Section 106 responsibilities for Alternative 9 will be completed prior to issuance of the Final
EIR/EIS and approval of the federal Record of Decision (ROD), expected around December
2008.




FHWA requests your formal concurrence with this approach as indicated by Mike McGuirt in
the meeting held on May 23, 2007, FHWA looks forward to our continuing cooperation on this
very important streamlining project. Please contact Shawn Oliver at (916) 498-5048, ermail
shawn.oliver@fthwa.dot.gov or Stephanie M. Stoermer of our Resource Center at (720) 963-3218
if you have any queslions or comments.

- Sincerely,
 /S/Larry Vinzant
For
Gene K. Fong

Division Administrator

Enclosure
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U.5. DEPARTM N._T OF TRANSPORTATION

Satratnontol CA 95814

May 16, 2008:
TR REELY REFER TO
HDA-CA
File # 08:R1V, Mid Counly Parkway
‘Dotutneit #P58360
Traura Miranda; Deputy‘-(;’veneial Couiigg]
;Pechanps Indian: i o
Temeeula Band o ioniTrdiansy

;Posf: Office:Box 1477
T emecu}a, Ca 92593

‘Dear Ms, Miranday

‘Comment Letter on Preliminary Recommendations
TacHs for' the, Mid Coniviy Patkway Project

WA) would like to:thank:the Pechanga Tribe

\ Hleltetiand comments on thi:Mid County Parkway (VIGP)
Brelimin tifichdations of Eligibility and Level of Effecfs:memorandum distributed io
he E’echanga on December 14, 2007. The Pechang& comments, agthe comments

feceived fromi the other Tnbes'consuitmg on the p , have been ca fully considered andswill:
be mcofporated into the feyise “yersi morandum. This letter addresses several
corfitnents in the letter from I’ecfianga that Warrantzaddﬁmnal clarification.

General'Comments;

everaliconiiments provn:ied by 1hé: Pechanga igégmimend a regional approach and analysis.

o, bedssired thigame |:approach evaluation phase of analysis is béing applied.

valuation Proposal (AEP) distributed:to the

; nalys:s of the Phase 11 studies is contmumg, the
ial ¥ jill:be contained in'the Archacological Evaluation

Report (AER) whlch has not yet bieit. completed

Another concern expressed in several comments is the need tg address possible:itidirest effects
fron the MCP on:eultinal resources: Indirect effects to cullural resources are being considered
and will be addresséd in the relevant technical reports. The analysis of indirect prof ¢ effects on
rockeart will include.visual simulations ofithe MCP in refatior to specific.enltural Tesgurdes.
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:gneous type af rock deten
'1650.contains ametasedim )
the' quarrl.es containg quartz oiystal ; quatts erystalling

On Page 12 of the. Pechatzg cow
parggraph:states: “Iii Gag
remaing fotnd in this ariéd;
Feeder Project”

menrs the: fi rst senfenee

The report:for the Tnla

lodations:

Arerican teprasentatives,: LSA metwith
brielle Duff to gorover
raphs n, the nine outerops; o] uuhel tespond to: thés

tribal request LSA also requesied--that Dr, Swopé and Ms Duff accompany MCP

" Principal Investigator Nina Delu fid Co-Principal Investigator Dr. Frédericlk Wi Lange
ot a field visit to the various pitoposed cupule locations. Points 7, 8, and 9 (see-aftached
map) were considered the mportant to nssess in termis of their lucq in with regard
to proximily and view sheds from the proposéd APE. Both Caltrans and ;
archaeologﬂts agreed liat sliice the area.was a geologically active Jand pe that it would
inipotatt 10 have LSAYS Geciog:st Robert . Reynolds visit the 15¢ition to investigate
the posmblc cupules from a gco!ogmal perspective. :

Following the:fi cId visit with the]
Caitrans_Dlstri_ 8 archa




T he vigit wgth Geologist Robert E, Reyniolds, LSA Principal/Arghisals gxst Curt Duke,
and fhe =Pr1n01pal Invesngato : Dr L'mge, was completed on. Februm 3% 26 008 They
I : - ‘

Ject (the ‘4b n
southem Cahforma that there has:been a detcnled geo 01cal f1el ex mtpat:on of‘

~aresultof subaenal grosion. by Qexcoiatlon of aeldxc ground wate1 it a pze-
iate Plemtocene inerwhen granific boulder outcrops of the Pémis Block were buried
under grarif ‘n_d ¢olluviim. None of the proposed cupules at thesé locations’
ed to be eultural i, ouom smce the gaams of‘qumz and fe]dspar in

gfams Whe e‘:ann}ied with a 10 hancl lens thc prOposed cu ule
abrasios -grain ‘

Mr, Reynold’s. mterpretatlon is that all depressions below.the boulder lip {overharig) at;

the thred ]oo ons (Pomts 7 8, ,tan" .9)-were caused by the inferaction of acidic g gioundt"

th boulders whzie ﬂie nowy exposed i‘aces were buned

ac d as bemg, ai the boulder lips Reddlsh—brown
iron and: manganese oxides c\:pos‘ed belew 1he llp supgest sub aetial “arrnonng” of the
Boulder; surfacé; by ground’ wate olatior whilke buried, After exposire of face§ below.
the lip by erosion, exfoliafion ofithe darky. afmored surface produeee “i‘resh?’ surfacee
whose light color contrasts-withi the dark.6xide éoloration, :
none ofthe cupule-sized dcplessmns at these three poilits shg
used, or.altered: by cultural actjvity,

On Page 14 of the Pechanga comments, the second séitence of the second campké!e '
paragraph stajes: “THE Tribie has requested information and maps of the siles in e area

Jrom LS4, bm‘ has:Beeii told that there is rio such information to provide, "

In an email dated:January 18,2008, ‘LSA Principal liiz igator Nina Delit informed
Pechanga Cultural Resource Specialist; that based on the hlstory of the

tde County Traisportati 183101:(RCTC, Project Prope

has a practice:of not sharing MEP specﬁm GIS data ntil the Draft Environmental




iReporthraﬁ Env:mnmentai Impaci Siudy (DEIR!DEIS) goes to pubiic rewew RCTC

1o Peehanga onte the DEIR/DEIS s in publie: Teview. Pieasé ;é'e theattached email
Communicalion.

"s:heips to: ¢larify-som -of the issnesand. concerns in yourcomment: deticr; Ag stited

Efitlosures
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https s/ {Thrdrowa.fhd Ihiya dot, gov{exchangefsstoennerjlnbox/ ,»;IBCB Aau7:9AFZ: 036E93DDAFBB{H@GVE&D&M%EOavmaH itmzattach=1

ik [erter wihich -

Thank.you!
Havers veod Weekend aol

vl net be able tp sénd anything c:ut to- Pechanga about the rature of the changes in
2 memo. recommendatlom This Is: mamiy because before dastribut;ng any of m
0 the Tribes, Liieed £6.do- through geverdl raviews, mcluding both peer QA/QC aﬂd-:\agen"""f
. ’rewew Urider the schedute that we are attemipt ng, Lo e ‘b

i that their coi*nnﬂénts ha reih
ithe Trzbes ThiS shouid hop_ef""

; ‘the same (or simzlar) changés '

A8 far 'as:'yaun request for électronic of hard copies of all-6FtHE sites from the Phaga-T

-https://frixdrowa. fhwal.fhiva.dot.gov/ékchange/s, .. 036E93DDAFBY/ Hféfﬁ};‘véf- Bél u%Zéélrﬁ all.Ktipattach=1 (1:6f ) {5/9/2008H 15717 AM]




ﬁ&ps'{f fxdrowa.fhival, fhwa.dot. ﬁd\?/é)%cfi‘a‘ngeISSKoerrﬁer/ Inbox{.. 18C0-4697¢9AF2;03GE9SDDAFB3IHGOVéI’-—De]U°/aZUé‘-IﬁéEI htffi?attachz‘l‘

survey Y OU shou!d already have a hard copy- of the APE map with the focat[ons of the

. t;:‘)h‘one W1th Cathy Bechtel (R- C"to discuss your requesii
C has had & Dl'actlce o_

3§ expressed that they woul
} S.request for data In sprm"

shapeﬁles to’ Pechanga Hopefu!!y this-works for you' éuyg_ since: Wé are cnly a few months
awayfrom going publicl

Have:a good weekend. Talk to you soon.

Sub;ect; RE: Grourid: fruthing data,

Good Mommg!
Since everyone séerms to be agkiti

(65 thmgs, ['was. wondeung if it nifglit be possible to ask feir
$ome data.too. First, you had mientisiied in the field youwere possibly: changing the
detérminations of a couplé of sited (#1512, <1650 (7} and: -44/ <16687). Will we be getting a mgiid
on that soon? Second, I thirk T'asked you before but I can ‘t remember. Can we pledse get ahdp
(electronic and/or: hard).of all.-the sites that were recorded on all the alignments during-the
Phase I survey? T understand if yousneed to take a litte time to clear this with the powers that
bebut if we could get a copy ‘ot those sites, it would be teally appreciated.

Thank.yéu!!!

g‘gnna cﬁ.’ JHoover

Cuiltural Analyst

Pechanga Cultural Reeourcec;*]})epaltment
O.Box 2183

Temecula, CA 95592

951,308:9295 (E)
8104

9517876139 _(@)ﬁ
951.694:0446 (F)
-ahdbver@pechanga~-nsn.gov

From: Nina Delu [mailto:Antonina. Belu@Isa-assoe.conil

nttps:f/fhxdrovwaiftiwal.fiwa.dot gowekcliahge)S. 036E93DDAFE3/Hoover-Delu%b20e-mail.htm>?attach=1 (2 of 4) {5/9/20086 11:57:17 AM]




o yallowstar-sauith of AITQ-RQW)-‘ Wewant to

it i your comments:ory the: Preilmmary
ty-andiLevel ofEffects:memorandim. by January 25, 2008

f.is:..aiﬂvayg;-_{féé’i;ffee?tc_:~c_orf%a‘ct-: mieswilhr-any, questions or-comments.

iisﬁ Assau!atas. Ine

20 Exaeutiva Park; Suite 200,
‘Irving; L‘R BZE!&L
840-553-(505-DFRLE:
848-337-5108~6HL
Q48-875-1077-FAX

"y *
r

it/ ikeiita thwa i dot gov/esietianye/i: D3R EDSDDAREY HobVeritRiabishetinall himrattachis 1 (3 6P 4 (5]6/2008 11157407 Ay
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Frow: Melinda Horiie hhorfie@appliedearthiworks.com]
:Sefits Tuesday; February 12, 2008 3:23 PM
T Tem Fulton

Fram wTe,nﬁmf:izltcm"[rhalvltcs Tern Fdli:g;a@lsa-assec com]
Senti T sday, February 12, 2008 3:34°PM;

Tou IV a
Subject' E'"qwck MER related. questlon

G more thing -do you mind if we refer to this:email when we respond to-the' comment? Thanks!

Sent. Wednesday, January’ 30, 2008=-3’:’-16 PM
To: Terri Fulton
Sub;ect. RE: quitk MCP rélatéd Guéstion

None were fouidon: thedrp; orily Eastside!

Melinda

My em Fulton [mallto'
Sent: Wednesday;, January 30;:
To: Melinda Horhe
Subject: quick MCR:related giigstion

Hi Melinda ~
Long time! Hope your New Year is offtd:4:dod start =y

We are working on:some Tribal commeénts for MCP and ong:féfers to Native Arigrican human remains

found on the land Feeder Project (Which | worked on!). | don't remember thig; but I'm sure:-there were
phg hat | wasn't a.part ol; Can you please help with this? Were thérg hunian rémains on the

Intand Feeder F’ro;ec:t‘? Thank: yeu:for this information.

Cheers,

Terri Fulfon
ArchaeofogisﬂSenior Cu!turai Resources Manager

NativéAnierican Consultation

hifps:/ffhxdrowa.fhwal:fivi.dot:gov/exchangs/s. 6593DDAFB3/AE%20responsa%20emanihtm{?attachcj_ (1'of 2) {5/9/2008 11:§500AM]




 ttpss S ArOWA B thwa. dot. gov/excaiiE e

‘LSA Assutiates; Inc.
‘20-Executive Paik, Suite 200
\rving, GA 928144731
530666

19) 337.6454

toim fUBNEIsEa8sex. Cor

o e e d

S0, C0-4897-9AR2: 036D OAFE3/ AR idsponses20emall itmizattach= 1.

hﬁps H{xdrowa. wal flwa; dotigov/exchange/S...6EI3DIAFB3/AEY20tsporisdv20email. htmitattach=1 (2 of 2) [519/2008 11:56:00 AM]
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STATE QF CALIFORNIA - THE RESOURCES AGENCY

OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
P.O. BOX 942896

ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

- SAGRAMENTO, CA 94296-0001

(916} 653-6624  Fax: (916) 653-9824
calshpo@ohp.paiks.ca.gov
www.ohp.parks.ca.gov

June 27, 2008.

Gene K. Fong

Federal Highway Administration
650 Capitol Mall, Suite 4-100
Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: HAD-CA File # 8-RIV-Mid County Parkway Document #58359

Dear Mr. Fong: -

As noted in your letter of May 9, 2008, in March 2007, Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) initiated consultation with my Office for the above cited undertaking. As the
environmental process has proceeded, FHWA has kept my Office informed and updated on
the status of the identification, evaluation and determining effects on historic properties efforts.

In accordance with sections 36 CFR 800.4(b) and 800.5(a}(3) of the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation Procedures and Section Xl of the Programmatic Agreement, FHWA has
requested my formal concurrence with a phased evaluation and finding of effect which would
focus on the preferred alternative for the Mid County Parkway (MCP).

You have completed identification of cultural resources for all the undertakings’ alternatives.
As a result-of these efiorts, you have concluded that Alternative 9 will have the least adverse
effects on historic properties and is your proposed preferred alternative. To minimize effects
to other culiural resources, you have focused your evaluation efforts on historic propetties
which would be affected by Alternative 9. On May 23, 2007, my staff agreed in principal on
this approach for phasing evaluation and determination of effects. You now request my formal
concurrence with this approach. | so concur.

| look forward to concluding consultation for this undertaking. Please feel free to consult
Susan Stratton or Dwight Dutschke of my staff as you proceed with consultation.

Sincerely,
Guoand K Shatire, Fr

Mitford Wayne Donaldson, FAIA
State Historic Preservation Officer
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U.5, DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
FEDERAL BIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
CALIFORNIA DIVISION
" 650 Capitel Mall, Suite 4-100

Sacrgmento, CA, 95814

Taly 31, 2008

I REPLY REFER TO
HDA-CA
08-Riv-999

Mid County Parkway
Riverside County
Document # P58571

Mr. Milford Wayne Donaldson, FAIA
State Historic Preservation Officer
Office of Historic Preservation

P.O. Box 942896

Sacramento, CA 94296-0001

Dear Mz, Donaldson;

SUBJECT: PRELIMINARY DETERMINATIONS OF ELIGIBILITY AND FINDING
OF ADVERSE EFFECT FOR THE MID COUNTY PARKWAY PROJECT,

RIVERSIDE COUNTY :

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), Riverside County Transportation Commission
(RCTC), and the California Department of Transportation (Department) propose to construct a
new transportation corridor it Riverside County, This corridor, the Mid County Parkway.
(MCP), is proposed to extend from Interstate 15 (1-15) on the west to State Route 79 (SR-79) on
the east, near Cajalco Road and the Ramona Expressway, a distance of approximately 32 miles.
Section 106 activities to date for this project include a draft Archaeological Survey Report (ASR)
and draft Historical Resources Evaluation Report (HRER), which document the identification of
cultural resources within the project’s Area of Potential Effects (APE) for all alternatives.

On May 23, 2007, a meeting between State Historic Preservation Officer (SEHPQ), FHWA,
RCTC, and the Department, was held, dwring which a consensus was reached that FHWA would
seek early consultation with the SHPO to request concurrence on & phased approachto the
Section 106 process. In addition, it was agreed that FHWA would seek the SHPO’s concunence
on preliminary draft determinations of eligibility and Finding of Effect, with the submittal of
complete documentation to follow the public review of the draft Environmental Impact
Study/Bnvironmental Impact Repott (BIS/EIR). In order to minimize effects to other cultural
resources, FHWA requested that the SHPO concur on a phased approach to identification and
evaluation of cultural resources. On June 27, 2008, the SHPO concmred with FHEWA’s request
to proceed with a phased evaluation and finding of effect focusing on the preferred alternative
(Alternative 9) for the MCP. As noted in the June 27, 2008 letter, FHWA has kept the SHPO
informed and updated on the status of the identification, evaluation and determining effects on
historic properties efforts. Enclosed are two (2) copies of the Preliminary Recommendations of

Eligibility and Levels of Effect (DOE/FOE) report.
HMEGVINE THE ==
AMERICAN '

ECONOMY (.~




In accordance with the January 2004 Programmatic Agreement among the Federal Highway
Administration, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, the California State Historic
Preservation Officer, and the California Department of Transportation (PA), a preliminary
Finding of Effect was prepared due to the identification of historic properties within the project
area, which may be affected by the undertaking pursuant to Stipulation IX.B of the PA. A
Historic Property Survey Report (HPSR) containing final deteiminations of eligibility and a
TFinding of Effect is currently in preparation and will be submitted to the SHPOC for formal
concurrence at a later date. '

In iotal? 62 properties were evaluated in Alternative 9, 55 of which were determined ineligible
for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). (See enclosed document for
details) :

Four properties were determined eligible for listing in the NRHP:

» P-33-1512; Prehistoric quarry site

e P-33-1650/P-33-16687; Prehistoric quarry site

e P-33-16598; Prehistoric multi-use site containing rock art, cupules, rock shelters, midden,
milling features; and

o P-33-16679; Prehistoric habitation site

Three properties are assumed eligible for the purposes of the current undertaking pursuant to
Stipulation VIII.C.3 of the PA: . : -

i
" e P-33-1649; Prehistoric quarty site
s P-33-12230; Prehistoric habitation site ; and
o LSA-JCV531-8-207; Historic site containing three rock rings

FHWA is considering these three sites to be cligible for the NRHP under Criterion D for the

puzrposes of this undertaking without conducting subsurface festing or surface collection and will

establish and enforce ESAs to ensure that there will be no adverse effects to the property asa
result of the proposed undertaking pursuant o Stipulation X.B.2.a(ii).

At this time, FEWA is requesting a provisional concurence on the preliminary determinations of
eligibility, in accordance with Stipulation VIILC.5 of the PA and 36 CFR 800.4(c)(2). FHWA is
also consulting with the SHPO pursuent to Stipulation X.C.1 and 36 CFR 800.5(c) and seeks
provisional concurrence on a preliminaty finding of Adverse Effect for the projectasa whole.




If you need additional information, please do not hesitate to contact Shawn Oliver FHWA
Transportation Engineer, at (316) 498-5048, Jill Hupp, Caltrans Section 106 Coordination -
Branch Chief at (916) 654-3567, or Gabrielle Duff, Caltrans District 8 Associate Environmental
Planner, Archaeology (909} 388-7034.

We look forward to your response.

For
Gene K. Fong
Division Administrator |

Enclosures: Preliminary Recommendations of Eligibility and Level of Effects
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STATE OF CALIFGRNIA - THE RESOURCES AGENCY - ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGCGER, Governar

OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
P.O. BOX 942656

SACRAMENTO, CA 84296-0001

{916) B53-6624 Fax: (916) 653-0824

calshpo@ohp.parks.ca.gov

www.ohp.parks.ca.gov

August 28, 2008

Gene K. Fong

Federal Highway Administration
650 Capitol Mall, Suite 4-100
Sacramento, CA 95814 '

RE: HAD-CA 08-Riv-999-Mid County Parkway Document #P58571; Prelfmmary
Determinations of Eligibility and Finding of Adverse Effect - )

Dear Mr. Fong:

Thank you for requesting my comments on the above cited determinations. You seek my
comments in accordance with the January 2004 Programmatic Agreement among Federal
Highway Administration, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, the California Stafe
Historic Preservation Officer, and the California Department of Transportation. My staff has
. reviewed the documentation you provided and | would like to offer the following comments.

You have requested my concurrence that four properties P-33-1512, P-33-1650/P-33-16687,
P-33-16598 and P-33-16679 are eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. | concur
with this determination. If for any reason, the final evaluation provides additional information
which might change these determinations or other detérminations, please once agam seek my

comments.

In addition, you seek my concurrence that the undertakmg as a whole will have an adverse
-effect on h[storlc properties. | so concur with this determination.

- Finally, you have notified me that Federal Highway Admmlstration proposes to assume
eligibility of P-33-1648, P-33-12230 and LSA-JCV531 -8-207 and will establish ESAs to ensure

their protection. |wish to so note.

I look forward to concluding consultation for this undertaking. Please feel free to consult
Susan Stratton or Dwight Dutschke of my staff as you proceed through the Section 106
process.

Sincerely,

Milford Wayne Donaldson, FAIA
State Historie Preservation Officer
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA—BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN Ir.. Govern

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

DISTRICT 8

ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING (MS §25)

464 W. FOURTH STREET, 6" FLOOR Flex your powes
SAN BERNARDINOQ, CA 92401-1400 Be energy efficien:

PHONE (909) 3834045
FAX (909) 383-6494
TTY (909) 383-6300

November 21, 2011

Joe QOntiveros 08-Riv-MCP-PM 0.0/31.7
Cultural Resource Director Mid County Parkway Project
Soboba Band of Luisefio Indians EA OF320

P.O. Box 487

San Jacinto, CA 92581

~ Dear Mr. Ontiveros:
Draft Historic Property Survey Report (HPSR) for Mid County Parkway Project (EA 0F320)

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), Riverside County Transportation Commission
(RCTC), and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) propose to construct a new
transportation corridor in Riverside County. This corridor, the Mid County Parkway (MCP), is
proposed to extend from Interstate 215 (I-215) on the west to State Route 79 (SR-79) on the east,
near the Ramona Expressway, a distance of approximately 16 miles.

On behalf of the FHWA, we are distributing the draft Historic Property Survey Report (HPSR)
for your review and comment. The full HPSR package that will be submitted to the State
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) will consist of the HPSR summary document (Volume I);
plus Attachments A through L of the HPSR (Volumes II, II], and IV). These attachments include
documents, most of which, were previously provided for your review and comment in 2007. The
revisions consisted of removing material that is no longer relevant to the modified MCP project,
given its shorter project limits. No new archaeological resources have been added to the project.
This draft HPSR package is included on the enclosed CDs,

The HPSR Attachments that are provided are:

» Attachment A: Maps (Map 1: Project Vicinity; Map 2: Project Location; and Map 3: Area of Potential
Effects)

s Attachment B: Archaeological Survey Report

=  Attachment C: Extended Phase I (XPT) (XPI Proposal Addendum; XPI Survey Report)

« Attachment D: Archaeological Evaluation Proposal .

»  Attachment E: Arc}{aeological Evaluation Without Phase I Excavations Report (AEPER)

e Attachment F: Archaeological Evaluation Report (AER)

“Calirans imoroves mabilitv across Californin”




Mr. Joe Ontiveros
November 21, 2011
Page 2

o Attachment G: Historic Resources Evaluation Report (HRER)

e Attachment H: Preliminary Recommendations Of Eligibility And Level Of Effects
(DOE/FOE)Report

e Attachment I Prehistoric Department of Parks and Recreation Forms: Updated Sites and Newly
Recorded Sites

o Attachment J. Caltrans Historic Bridge Inventory Sheets
o  Attachment K: Native American Consultation Documentation
e Attachment L: Project Consnitation Correspondence

In addition to the HPSR, a Findings of Effect (FOE) document is currently being prepared. The
FOE will discuss a finding of an Adverse Effect for the MCP project for Site 33-16598. The FOE
will be submitted for your review shortly following this draft HPSR.

FHWA respectfully requests to receive any comments you may have on the draft HPSR by
January 2, 2012. Please call Terri Fulton or Phil Fulton at LSA Associates, Inc. (LSA) with any
questions about these documents at (949) 553-0666, or you may send an email to

terri.fulton @lIsa-assoc.com or phil.fulton @lsa-assoc.com. Also, if you would like to receive a
hard copy of any or all of the documents provided in the enclosed CD, please contact LSA.
Government to government consultation questions and concerns should be directed to Stephanie
Stoermer at FHW A at (720) 963-3218 or Stephanie.Stoermer@thwa.dot.gov, or Gary Jones at
Calirans at (909) 383-4045 or Gary_Jones@dot.ca.gov.

Thank you again for participating in this process. We look forward to continuing to work with
you on this project.

Sincerely, ‘
GARY JONES
Associate Environmental Planner, Archaeologist

District Native American Coordinator
Environmental Support/Cultural Studies

Enclosure
CD containing the draft MCP HPSR and all attachments

“Caltrans imnroves mabilitv aeross Cnltfornin”




STATE OF CAITFORNIA—BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY. EDMUND G, BROWN Ir.. Govern

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

DISTRICT 8

ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING (MS 825) P
464 W. FOURTH STREET, 6™ FLOOR Flex your powey
SAN BERNARDINO, CA 92401-1400 Be energy efficien:

PHONE (909) 383-4045
FAX (909) 383-6494
TTY (909) 383-6300

November 21, 2011

Paul Macarro 08-Riv-MCP-PM 0.0/31.7
Cultural Resources Center Mid County Parkway Project
Pechanga Band of Mission Indians EA OF320

P.O. Box 1477

Temecula, CA 92593

Dear Mr. Macarro:
Draft Historic Property Survey Report (HPSR) for Mid County Parkway Project (EA 0F320)

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), Riverside County Transportation Commission
(RCTOC), and the California Departinent of Transportation (Caltrans) propose to construct a new
transportation corridor in Riverside County. This corridor, the Mid County Parkway (MCP), is
proposed to extend from Interstate 215 (I-215) on the west to State Route 79 (SR-79) on the east,
near the Ramona Expressway, a distance of approximately 16 miles.

On behalf of the FHWA, we are distributing the draft Historic Property Survey Report (HIPSR)
for your review and comment. The full HPSR package that will be submitted to the State
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) will consist of the HPSR summary document (Volume I);
plus Attachments A through L of the HPSR (Volumes II, III, and IV). These attachments include
documents, most of which, were previously provided for your review and comment in 2007. The
revisions consisted of removing material that is no longer relevant to the modified MCP project,
given its shorter project limits. No new archaeological resources have been added 1o the project.
This draft HPSR package is included on the enclosed CDs.

The HPSR Attachments that are provided are:

» Attachment A: Maps (Map 1: Project Vicinity; Map 2: Project Location; and Map 3: Area of Potential
Effects)

» Attachment B: Archaeological Survey Report

» Attachment C: Extended Phase I (XPI) (XPI Proposal Addendum; XPI Survey Report)

o Attachment D: Archaeological Evaluation Proposal

= Attachment E: Archaeological Evaluation Without Phase II Excavations Report (AEPER)

»  Attachment I: Archaeological Evaluation Report (AER)

“Caeltrans imnranes mobility across Crlifornia®




Mr. Paul Macarro
November 21, 2011
Page 2

o Aftachment G: Historic Resources Evalvation Report (HRER)

¢ Aftachment H: Preliminary Recommendations Of Eligibility And Level Of Effects
(DOE/FOE)Report

o Attachment I: Prehistoric Department of Parks and Recreation Forms: Updated Sites and Newly
Recorded Sites

e Attachment J: Caltrans Historic Bridge Inventory Sheets
o Attachment K: Native American Consultation Documentation
» Aftachment L: Project Consultation Corrcspondence

In addition to the PSR, a Findings of Effect (FOE) document is currently being prepared. The
FOE will discuss a finding of an Adverse Effect for the MCP project for Site 33-16598. The FOE
will be submitted for your review shortly following this draft HPSR.

FHW A respectfully requests to receive any comments you may have on the draft HPSR by
January 2, 2012. Please call Terri Fulton or Phil Fulton at LSA Associates, Inc. (LSA) with any
questions about these documents at (949) 553-0666, or you may send an email to

terri.fulton @lsa-assoc.com or phil.fulton @lsa-assoc.com. Also, if you would like to receive a
hard copy of any or all of the documents provided in the enclosed CD, piease contact LSA.
Government to government consultation questions and concerns should be directed to Stephanie
Stoermer at FHWA at (720) 963-3218 or Stephanie.Stoermer @fhwa.dot.gov, or Gary Jones at
Caltrans at (909) 383-4045 or Gary_Jones @dot.ca.gov.

Thank you again for participating in this process. We look forward to continuing to work with
you on this project.

Sincerely,

SOy fo

GARY JONES :

Associate Environmental Planner, Archaeologist
District Native American Coordinator
Environmental Support/Cultural Studies

Enclosure
CD containing the draft MCP HPSR and all attachments

“Craltrans imnrones mobilitv nernss Californin”




STATE OF CALIFORNIA—BUSINESS. TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN Jr.. Govers

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

DISTRICT 8

ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING (MS 825) el
464 W. FOURTH STREET, 6™ FLOOR Flex your power
SAN BERNARDINO, CA 92401-1400 Be energy efficien;

PHONE (909) 383-4045
FAX (909) 383-6494
TTY (909)383-6300

November 21, 2011

Michael Contreras Jr. 08-Riv-MCP-PM 0.0/31.7
Cultural Heritage Program Coordinator Mid County Parkway Project
Morongo Band of Mission Indians EA 0F320

12700 Pumarra Road

Banning, CA 92220

Dear Mr. Contreras:
Draft Historic Property Survey Report (HPSR) for Mid County Parkway Project (EA 0F320)

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), Riverside County Transportation Commission
(RCTC), and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) propose to construct a new
transportation corridor in Riverside County. This corridor, the Mid County Parkway (MCP), is
proposed to extend from Interstate 215 (I-215) on the west to State Route 79 (SR-79) on the east,
near the Ramona Expressway, a distance of approximately 16 miles.

On behalf of the FHWA, we are distributing the draft Historic Property Survey Report (HPSR)
for your review and comment. The full HPSR package that will be submitted to the State
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) will consist of the HPSR summary document (Volume I);
plus Attachments A through L of the HPSR (Volumes I, ITI, and IV). These attachments include
documents, most of which, were previously provided for your review and comment in 2007. The
revisions consisted of removing material that is no longer relevant to the modified MCP project,
given its shorter project limits. No new archaeological resources have been added to the project.
This draft HPSR package is included on the enclosed CDs.

The HPSR Attachments that are provided are:

e  Attachment A: Maps (Map 1: Project Vicinity; Map 2: Project Location; and Map 3: Area of Potential
Effects)

+  Attachment B: Archacological Survey Report

s  Aftachment C: Extended Phase I (XPI) (XPI Proposal Addendum; XPI Survey Report)

»  Attachment D: Archaeological Evaluation Proposal

¢  Attachment E: Archaeological Evaluation Without Phase I Excavations Report (AEPER)

o Attachment F: Archacological Evaluation Report (AER)

“Coitrons imnrones mobilitv oernss Crliforaia”




Mr. Michael Contreras Jr.
November 21, 2011
Page 2

=  Attachment G: Historic Resources Evaluation Report (HRER)
o Attachment H: Preliminary Recommendations Of Eligibility And Level Of Effects
(DOE/FOE)Report

e Attachment I: Prehistoric Department of Parks and Recreation Forms: Updated Sites and Newly
Recorded Sites

o  Attachment J: Caltrans Historic Bridge Inventory Sheets
o  Attachment K: Native American Consultation Documentation
=  Attachment L: Project Consultation Correspondence

In addition to the HPSR, a Findings of Effect (FOE) document is currently being prepared. The
FOE will discuss a finding of an Adverse Effect for the MCP project for Site 33-16598. The FOE
will be submitted for your review shortly following this draft HPSR.

FHWA respectfully requests to receive any comments you may have on the draft HPSR by
January 2, 2012. Please call Terri Fulton or Phil Fulton at LSA Associates, Inc. (LSA) with any
questions about these documents at (949) 553-0666, or you may send an email to

terri.fulton @1sa-assoc.com or phil.fulton @lsa-assoc.com. Also, if you would like to receive a
hard copy of any or all of the documents provided in the enclosed CD, please contact LSA.
Government to government consultation questions and concerns should be directed to Stephanie
Stoermer at FHWA at (720) 963-3218 or Stephanie.Stoermer@thwa.dot.gov, or Gary Jones at
Caltrans at (909) 383-4045 or Gary_Jones@dot.ca.gov.

Thank you again for participating in this process. We look forward to continuing to work with'
you on this project.

Sincerely,

GARY;ONES

Associate Environmental Planner, Archaeologist
District Native American Coordinator
Environmental Support/Cultural Studies

Enclosure
CD containing the draft MCP HPSR and all attachments

“Cnltrans imprones mobilitv across Californin”




STATE OF CALIFORNIA—BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN JFr.. Govern

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

DISTRICT 8

ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING (MS 825) ’
464 W. FOURTH STREET, 6% FLOOR Flex your power
SAN BERNARDINO, CA 92401-1400 Be energy efficien;

PHONE (909) 383-4045
FAX (909)383-6494
TTEY (B09) 383-6300

November 21, 2011

Anna Hoover 08-Riv-MCP-PM 0.0/31.7
Pechanga Cultural Resources Department Mid County Parkway Project
Pechanga Band of Mission Indians EA 0F320

P.O. Box 2183

Temecula, CA 92593

Dear Ms. Hoover:
Draft Historic Property Survey Report (HPSR) for Mid County Parkway Project (EA 0F320)

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), Riverside County Transportation Commission
(RCTC), and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) propose to construct a new
transportation corridor in Riverside County. This corridor, the Mid County Parkway (MCP), is
proposed to extend from Interstate 215 (I-215) on the west to State Route 79 (SR-79) on the east,
near the Ramona Expressway, a distance of approximately 16 miles.

On behalf of the FHIWA, we are distributing the draft Historic Property Survey Report (HPSR)
for your review and comment. The full HPSR package that will be submitted to the State
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) will consist of the HPSR summary document (Volume I);
plus Attachments A through L of the HPSR (Volumes II, III, and IV). These attachments include
documents, most of which, were previously provided for your review and comment in 2007. The
revisions consisted of removing material that is no longer relevant to the modified MCP project,
given its shorter project limits. No new archaeological resources have been added to the project.
This draft HPSR package is included on the enclosed CDs.

The HPSR Attachments that are provided are:

o Attachment A: Maps (Map 1: Project Vicinity; Map 2: Project Location; and Map 3: Area of Potential
Effects)

o Attachment B: Archaeclogical Survey Report

o Attachment C: Extended Phase I (XPI) (XPI Proposal Addendum; XPI Survey Report)

»  Attachment D: Archaeological Evaluation Proposal

o Attachment E: Archaeological Evaluation Without Phase II Excavations Report (AEPER)

» Attachment F: Archaeological Evaluation Report (AER)

“Crltrans imnroves mohilitv neross Colifornin”




Ms. Anna Hoover
November 21, 2011
Page 2

o Attachment G: Historic Resources Evaluation Report (HRER)

e Attachment H: Preliminary Recornmendations Of Eligibility And Level Of Effects
(DOE/FFOE)Report

= Attachment I Prehistoric Department of Parks and Recreation Forms: Updated Sites and Newly
Recorded Sites

»  Attachment J: Caltrans Historic Bridge Inventory Sheets
o  Attachment K: Native American Consultation Documentation
» Attachment L: Project Consultation Correspondence

In addition to the FIPSR, a Findings of Effect (FOE) document is currently being prepared. The
FOE will discuss a finding of an Adverse Effect for the MCP project for Site 33-16598. The FOE
will be submitted for your review shortly following this draft HPSR.

FHWA respectfully requests to receive any comments you may have on the draft HPSR by
January 2, 2012, Please call Terri Fulton or Phil Fulton at LSA Associates, Inc. (LSA) with any
questions about these documents at (949) 553-0666, or you may send an email to
terri.fulton@lsa-assoc.com or phil. fulton@lsa-assoc.com. Also, if you would like to receive a
hard copy of any or all of the documents provided in the enclosed CD, please contact LSA.
Government to government consultation questions and concerns should be directed to Stephanie
Stoermer at FHW A at (720) 963-3218 or Stephanie.Stoermer @ thwa.dot.gov, or Gary Jones at
Calirans at (909) 383-4045 or Gary_Jones @dot.ca.gov.

Thank you again for participating in this process. We look forward to continuing to work with
you on this project.

Sincerely,

2 o

GARY JONES

Associate Environmental Planner, Archaeologist
District Native American Coordinator '
Environmental Support/Cultural Studies

Enclosure
CD containing the draft MCP HPSR and all attachments

“Caltrons imnrones mobilitv neross Califarnin”



STATE OF CALIFORNIA—BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN Ir.. Govern
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Yvonne Markle A 08-Riv-MCP-PM 0.0/31.7
Environmental Protection Officer Mid County Parkway Project
Cahuilla Band of Indians EA OF320

P.O. Box 391760 :

Anza, CA 92539

Dear Ms. Markle:
Draft Historic Property Survey Report (HHPSR) for Mid County Parkway Project (EA 0F320)

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), Riverside County Transportation Commission
(RCTC), and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) propose to constract a new
transportation corridor in Riverside County. This corridor, the Mid County Parkway (MCP), is
proposed to extend from Interstate 215 (1-215) on the west to State Route 79 (SR-79) on the east,
near the Ramona Expressway, a distance of approximately 16 miles.

On behalf of the FHW A, we are distributing the draft Historic Property Survey Report (HPSR)
for your review and comment. The full HPSR package that will be submitted to the State
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) will consist of the HPSR summary document {(Volume 0);
plus Attachments A through L of the HPSR (Volumes II, ITI, and IV). These attachments include
documents, most of which, were previously provided for your review and comment in 2007. The
revisions consisted of removing material that is no longer relevant to the modified MCP project,
given its shorter project limits. No new archaeological resources have been added to the project.
This draft HPSR package is included on the enclosed CDs.

The HPSR Attachments that are provided are:

» Attachment A: Maps (Map 1: Project Vicinity; Map 2: Project Location; and Map 3: Area of Potential
Effects)

o Attachment B: Archaeological Survey Report

o Attachment C: Extended Phase I (XPI) (XPI Proposal Addendum; XPI Survey Report)

o Attachment D: Archaeological Evaluation Proposal '

s Attachment E: Archaeological Evaluation Without Phase II Excavations Report (AEPER)

« Attachment F: Archaeological Evaluation Report (AER)

“Caltrans irmnrones mohility across Colifornin®




Ms. Yvonne Markle
November 21, 2011
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o Attachment G: Historic Resources Evaluation Report (HRER)

s Artachment H: Preliminary Recommendations Of Eligibility And Y.evel Of Effects
(DOE/FOE)Report

» Attachment I: Prehistoric Department of Parks and Recreation Forms: Updated Sites and Newly
Recorded Sites

o  Attachment J: Caltrans Historic Bridge Inventory Sheets.
o  Attachment K: Native American Consultation Documentation
¢ Attachment L: Project Consultation Correspondence

In addition to the HPSR, a Findings of Effect (FOE) document is currently being prepared. The
FOE will discuss a finding of an Adverse Effect for the MCP project for Site 33-16598. The FOE
will be submitted for your review shortly following this draft HPSR.

FHWA respectfully requests to receive any comments you may have on the draft HPSR by
January 2, 2012. Please call Terri Fulton or Phil Fulton at LSA Associates, Inc. (LSA) with any
questions about these documents at (949) 553-0666, or you may send an email to

terri.fulton @lsa-assoc.com or phil.fulton@1sa-assoc.com. Also, if you would like to receive a
hard copy of any or all of the documents provided in the enclosed CD, please contact LSA.
Government to government consultation questions and concerns should be directed to Stephanie
Stoermer at FHWA at (720) 963-3218 or Stephanie.Stoermer@fhwa.dot.gov, or Gary Jones at
Caltrans at (909) 383-4045 or Gary_Jones@dot.ca.gov.

Thank you again for participating in this process. We look forward to continuing to work with
you on this project.

Sincerely,

Py

GARY JONES

Associate Environmental Planner, Archaeologist
District Native American Coordinator
Environmental Support/Cultural Studies

Enclosure
CD containing the draft MCP HPSR and all attachments

“Cealtrnns imprmues mobility across Cnlifornin’
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November 21, 2011

Luther Salgado Sr. 08-Riv-MCP-PM 0.0/31.7
Chairperson Mid County Parkway Project
Cahuilla Band of Indians EA 0F320

- P.O. Box 391760
Anza, CA 92539

Dear Mr. Salgado:
Draft Historic Property Survey Report (HPSR) for Mid County Patkway Project (EA 0F320)

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), Riverside County Transportation Commission
(RCTC(), and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) propose to construct a new
transportation corridor in Riverside County. This corridor, the Mid County Patkway (MCP), is
proposed to extend from Interstate 215 (I-215) on the west to State Route 79 (SR-79) on the east,
near the Ramona Expressway, a distance of approximately 16 miles.

On behalf of the FHWA, we are distributing the draft Historic Property Survey Report (HPSR)
for your review and comment. The full HPSR package that will be submitted to the State
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) will consist of the HPSR summary document (Volume I);
plus Attachments A through L of the HPSR (Volumes II, ITI, and IV). These attachments include
documents, most of which, were previously provided for your review and comment in 2007. The
revisions consisted of removing material that is no longer relevant to the modified MCP project,
given its shorter project limits. No new archaeological resources have been added to the project.
This draft HPSR package is included on the enclosed CDs.

The HPSR ‘Attachments that are provided are:

o Attachment A: Maps (Map 1: Project Vicinity; Map 2: Project Location; and Map 3: Area of Potential
Effects)

e Attachment B: Archaeological Survey Report

»  Aftachment C: Extended Phase I (XPI) (XPI Proposal Addendum; XPI Survey Report)

»  Attachment D: Archaeological Evaluation Proposal

» Attachment E: Archaeclogical Evaluation Without Phase I Excavations Report (AEPER)

« Attachment F;: Archaeological Evaluation Report (AER)

“Caltrans imnroves mohility neross Colifornin®



Mr. Luther Salgado Sr.
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»  Attachment G: Historic Resources Evaluation Report (HRER)

= Attachment H: Preliminary Recommendations Of Eligibility And Level Of Effects
(DOYE/FOE)Report

» Attachment I. Prehistoric Department of Parks and Recreation Forms: Updated Sites and Newly
Recorded Sites

o  Attachment J: Caltrans Historic Bridge Inventory Sheets
¢  Attachment K: Native American Consultation Documentation
« Attachment L: Project Consultation Correspondence

In addition to the HPSR, a Findings of Effect (FOE) document is currently being prepared. The
FOE will discuss a finding of an Adverse Effect for the MCP project for Site 33-16598: The FOE
will be submitted for your review shortly following this draft HPSR.

FHWA respectfully requests to receive any comments you may have on the draft HPSR by
January 2, 2012. Please call Terri Fulton or Phil Fulton at LSA Associates, Inc. (LSA) with any
questions about these documents at (949) 553-0666, or you may send an email 1o
terri.fulton@lsa-assoc.com or phil.fulton @lsa-assoc.com. Also, if you would like to receive a
hard copy of any or all of the documents provided in the enclosed CD, please contact LSA.
Government to government consultation questions and concerns should be directed to Stephanie
Stoermer at FHWA at (720) 963-3218 or Stephanie.Stoermer @ thwa.dot.gov, or Gary Jones at
Caltrans at (909) 383-4045 or Gary_Jones@dot.ca.gov.

Thank you again for participating in this process. We look forward to continuing to work with
you on this project.

Sincerely,

By fr

GARY JONES

Associate Environmental Planner, Archaeologist
District Native American Coordinator
Environmental Support/Cultural Studies

Enclosure
CD containing the draft MCP HPSR and all attachments

“Crltrons imarnnes mobilitv anrnss Colifornin®
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November 21, 2011
Samuel Dunlap 08-Riv-MCP-PM 0.0/31.7
Tribal Secretary Mid County Parkway Project
Gabrielino/Tongva Council/Gabrielino Tongva EA 0F320

"Nation

P.O. Box 86908
Los Angeles, CA 90086

Dear Mr. Dunlap:
Draft Historic Property Survey Report (HPSR) for Mid County Parkway Project (EA 0F320)

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), Riverside County Transportation Commission
(RCTC), and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) propose to construct a new
transportation corridor in Riverside County. This corridor, the Mid County Parkway (MCP), is
proposed to extend from Interstate 215 (I-215) on the west to State Route 79 (SR-79) on the east,
near the Ramona Expressway, a distance of approximately 16 miles.

On behalf of the FHW A, we are distributing the draft Historic Property Survey Report (HPSR)
for your review and comment. The full HPSR package that will be submitted to the State
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) will consist of the HPSR summary document (Volume I);
plus Attachments A through L of the HPSR (Volumes II, ITI, and IV). These attachments include
documents, most of which, were previously provided for your review and comment in 2007. The
revisions consisted of removing material that is no longer relevant to the modified MCP project,
given its shorter project limits. No new archaeological resources have been added to the project.
This draft HPSR package is included on the enclosed CDs.

The HPSR Attachments that are provided are:

= Attachment A: Maps (Map 1: Project Vicinity; Map 2: Project Location; and Map 3: Area of Potential
Effects)

« Attachment B: Archaeological Survey Report _

»  Attachment C: Extended Phase I (XPI) (XPI Proposal Addendum; XPI Survey Report)

e  Attachment D: Archaeological Evaluation Proposal

o  Attachment E: Archaeological Evaluation Without Phase I Excavations Report (AEPER)

o Attachment F: Archaeological Evaluation Report {AER)

“Caltrans imnroves mobility across Cnlifornia”




Mr. Samuel Dunlap
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»  Attachment G: Historic Resources Evaluation Report (HRER)

« Attachment H: Preliminary Recommendations Of Eligibility And Level Of Effects
(BOE/FOE)Report '

e Attachment I: Prehistoric Department of Parks and Recreation Forms: Updated Sites and Newly
Recorded Sites

o Attachment J: Caltrans Historic Bridge Inventory Sheets
o Attachment K: Native American Consultation Documentation
=  Atftachment L: Project Consultation Correspondence

In addition to the HPSR, a Findings of Effect (FOE) document is currently being prepared. The
FOE will discuss a finding of an Adverse Effect for the MCP project for Site 33-16598. The FOE
will be submitted for your review shortly following this draft HPSR.

FHWA respectiully requests to receive any comments you may have on the draft HPSR by
January 2, 2012. Please call Terri Fulton or Phil Fulton at LSA Associates, Inc. (LSA) with any
guestions about these documents at (949) 553-0666, or you may send an email to
terri.fulton@lsa-assoc.com or phil.fulton@lsa-assoc.com. Also, if you would like to receive a
hard copy of any or all of the documents provided in the enclosed CD, please contact LSA.
Government o government consultation questions and concerns should be directed to Stephanie
Stoermer at FEW A at (720) 963-3218 or Stephanie.Stoermer @ fhwa.dot.gov, or Gary Jones at
Caltrans at (909) 383-4045 or Gary_Jones @dot.ca.gov.

Thank vou again for participating in this process. We look forward to continuing to work with
you on this project.

Sincerely,

Dy frre

GARY JONES

Associate Environmental Planner, Archaeologist
District Native American Coordinator
Environmental Support/Cultural Studies

Enclosure
CD containing the draft MCP HPSR and all attachinents

“Caltrans imnroves mobilitv neross Californio”
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November 21,2011

Adrian Morales : 08-Riv-MCP-PM 0.0/31.7
Cultural Resource Management Mid County Parkway Project
Gabrieleno?Tongva San Gabriel Band of EA OF320
Mission Indians
P.O. Box 693
~ San Gabriel, CA 91778

Dear Mr. Morales:
Draft Historic Property Survey Report (HPSR) for Mid County Parkway Project (EA 0F320)

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), Riverside County Transportation Commission
(RCTC), and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) propose to construct a new
transportation corridor in Riverside County. This corridor, the Mid County Parkway (MCP), is
proposed to extend from Interstate 215 (I-215) on the west to State Route 79 (SR-79)} on the east,
near the Ramona Expressway, a distance of approximately 16 miles.

On behalf of the FHWA, we are distributing the draft Historic Property Survey Report (HPSR)
for your review and comment. The full HPSR package that will be submitted to the State
. Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) will consist of the HPSR summary document (Volume I);

- plus Attachments A through L of the HPSR {(Volumes II, III, and IV). These attachments include
documents, most of which, were previously provided for your review and comment in 2007. The
revisions consisted of removing material that is no longer relevant to the modified MCP project,
given its shorter project limits. No new archaeological resources have been added to the project.
This draft HPSR package is included on the enclosed CDs.

The HPSR Attachments that are provided are:

o Attachment A: Maps (Map 1: Project Vicinity; Map 2: Projéct Location; and Map 3: Area of Potential
Effects)

o Attachment B: Archaeological Survey Report

e Attachment C: Extended Phase I (XPD) (XPI Proposal Addendum; XPI Survey Report)

+  Attachment D: Archaeological Evaluation Proposal

e Attachment E: Archaeological Evaluation Without Phase II Excavations Report (AEPER)

o Attachment F: Archaeological Evaluation Report (AER)

“Cnlirans imnroves mnbilitv nrross Clalifornio”




Mr. Adrian Morales
November 21, 2011
Page 2

o Attachment G: Historic Resources Evaluation Report (HRER)

o Aftachment H: Preliminary Recommendations Of Eligibility And Level Of Effects
(DOE/FOE)Report .

» Attachment I: Prehistoric Department of Parks and Recreation Forms: Updated Sites and Newly
Recorded Sites

» Attachment J: Caltrans Historic Bridge Inventory Sheets
e Attachment K: Native American Consultation Documentation
e Attachment L: Project Consultation Correspondence

In addition to the HPSR, a Findings of Effect (FOE) document is currently being prepéred. The
FOE will discuss a finding of an Adverse Effect for the MCP project for Site 33-16598. The FOE
will be submitted for your review shortly following this draft HPSR.

FHW A respectfully requests to receive any comments you may have on the draft HPSR by
January 2, 2012. Please call Terri Fulton or Phil Fulton at LSA Associates, Inc. (LSA) with any
questions about these documents at (949) 553-0666, or you may send an email to

terri.fulton @lsa-assoc.com or phil.fulton@1lsa-assoc.com.- Alsoe, if you would like to receive a
hard copy of any or all of the documents provided in the enclosed CD, please contact LSA.
Government to government consultation questions and concerns should be directed to Stephanie
Stoermer at FHWA at (720) 963-3218 or Stephanie.Stoermer @fhwa.dot.gov, or Gary Jones at
Caltrans at (909) 383-4045 or Gary_Jones @dot.ca.gov.

Thank you again for participating in this process. We look forward to continuing to work with
you on this project.

Sincerely,

GARY JONES -
Associate Environmental Planner, Archaeologist

District Native American Coordinator
Environmental Support/Cultural Studies

Enclosure
CD containing the draft MCP HPSR and all attachments

“Caltrons imorones mabilitv neorss Californin®™
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November 21, 2011

John Gomez Jr. : 08-Riv-MCP-PM 0.0/31.7
Cultural Resources Coordinator Mid County Parkway Project
Ramona Band of Mission Indians EA OF320

P.O. Box 391670

Anza, CA 92539

Dear Mr. Gomez:
Draft Historic Property Survey Report (HPSR) for Mid Conunty Parkway Project (EA 0F320)

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), Riverside County Transportation Commission
(RCTC), and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) propose to construct a new
transportation corridor in Riverside County. This corridor, the Mid County Parkway (MCP), is
proposed to extend from Interstate 215 (I-215) on the west to State Route 79 (SR-79) on the east,
near the Ramona Expressway, a distance of approximately 16 miles.

On behalf of the FHWA, we are distributing, the draft Historic Property Survey Report (HPSR)
for your review and comment. The full HPSR package that will be submitted to the State
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) will consist of the HPSR summary document (Volume I);
plus Attachments A through L of the HPSR (Volumes II, III, and IV). These attachments include
documents, most of which, were previously provided for your review and comment in 2007. The
revisions consisted of removing material that is no longer relevant to the modified MCP project,
given its shorter project limits. No new archaeological resources have been added to the project.
This draft HPSR package is included on the enclosed CDs.

The HPSR Attachments that are provided are:

«  Attachment A: Maps (Map 1: Project Vicinity; Map 2: Project Location; and Map 3: Area of Potential
Effecis)

¢ Attachment B: Archaeological Survey Report

o Attachment C: Extended Phase I (XPI) (XPI Proposal Addendufn; XPI Survey Report)

«  Attachment D: Archaeological Evaluation Proposal

» Atfachment E: Archaeological Evaluation Without Phase 11 Excavations Report (AEPER)

» Attachment F: Archaeological Evaluation Report (AER)

“Caltrans improves mohilitv acrnss Californio”
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November 21, 2011
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o  Attachment G: Historic Resources Evaluation Report (HRER)

s  Attachment H: Preliminary Recommendations Of Eligibility And Level Of Effects
(DOE/FOE)Report .

= Attachment I: Prehistoric Department of Parks and Recreation Forms: Updated Sites and Newly
Recorded Sites -

»  Attachment J: Caltrans Historic Bridge Inventory Sheets
o Attachment K: Native American Consultation Documentation
« Attachment L: Project Consultation Correspondence

In addition to the HPSR, a Findings of Effect (FOE) document is currently being prepared. The
FOE will discuss a finding of an Adverse Effect for the MCP project for Site 33-16598. The FOE
will be submitted for your review shortly following this draft HPSR.

FHWA respectfully requests to receive any comments you may have on the draft HPSR by
January 2, 2012. Please call Terri Fulton or Phil Fulton at LSA Associates, Inc. (LSA) with any
questions about these documents at (949) 553-0666, or you may send an email to

terri.fulton @lsa-assoc.com or phil.fulton@lsa-assoc.com. Also, if you would like to receive a
hard copy of any or all of the documents provided in the enclosed CD, please contact LSA.
Government to government consultation questions and concems should be directed to Stephanie
Stoermer at FHWA. at (720) 963-3218 or Stephanie.Stoermer @ fhwa.dot.gov, or Gary Jones at
Caltrans at (909) 383-4045 or Gary_Jones @dot.ca.gov.

Thank you again for participating in this process. We look forward to continuing to work with-
you on this project.

Sincerely,

GARY JONES

Associate Environmental Planner, Archaeologist .
District Native American Coordinator
Environmental Support/Cultural Studies

Enclosure
CD containing the draft MCP HPSR and all attachments

*Caltrans imnroves mability neross Californic®
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November 21, 2011

Mark Macarro | 08-Riv-MCP-PM 0.0/31.7

Chairman Mid County Parkway Project
Pechanga Band of Mission Indians EA OF320

P.O. Box 1477

Temecula, CA 92593

Attn: Paul Macarro

Dear Mr. Macarro:
Draft Historic Property Survey Report (HPSR) for Mid County Parkway Project (EA 0F320)

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), Riverside County Transportation Commission
(RCTC), and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) propose to constriict a new
transportation corridor in Riverside County. This corridor, the Mid County Parkway (MCP), is
proposed to extend from Interstate 215 (I-215) on the west to State Route 79 (SR-79) on the east,
near the Ramona Expressway, a distance of approximately 16 miles.

On behalf of the FHWA, we are distributing the draft Historic Property Survey Report (HPSR)
for your review and comment. The full HPSR package that will be submitted to the State
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) will consist of the HPSR summary document (Volume D);
plus Attachments A. through L of the HPSR (Volumes I, III, and I'V). These attachments include
documents, most of which, were previously provided for your review and comment in 2007. The
revisions consisted of removing material that is no longer relevant to the modified MCP project,
given its shorter project limits. No new archaeological resources have been added to the project.
This draft HPSR package is included on the enclosed CDs.

The HPSR Attachments that are provided are:

» Attachment A: Maps (Map 1: Project Vicinity; Map 2: Project Location; and Map 3: Area of Potential
Effects)

«  Attachment B: Archaeological Survey Report

» Attachment C: Extended Phase I (XPD (XPI Proposal Addendum; XPI Survey Report)

+  Attachment D: Archaeological Evaluation Proposal

«  Attachment E: Archaceological Evaluation Without Phase II Excavations Report (AEPER)

+ Attachment I': Archaeological Evaluation Report (AER)

“Calirans imoroves mobility neross Californio®




Mr. Mark Macarro
November 21, 2011 ~
Page 2

¢  Attachment G: Historic Resources Evaluation Report (HRER)

e  Attachment H: Preliminary Recommendatlons Of Eligibility And Level Of Effects
(DOE/FOE)Report

« Aftachment I: Prehistoric Department of Parks and Recreation Forms: Updated Sites and Newly
Recorded Sites

=  Attachment J: Caltrans Historic Bridge Inventory Sheets
+  Aftachment K: Native American Consultation Documentation
e Atftachment L: Project Consultation Correspondence

In addition to the HPSR, a Findings of Effect (FOE) document is currently being prepared. The
FOE will discuss a finding of an Adverse Effect for the MCP project for Site 33-16598. The FOE
will be submitted for your review shortly following this draft HPSR.

FHW A respectfully requests to receive any comments you may have on the draft HPSR by
January 2, 2012, Please call Terri Fulton or Phil Fulton at LSA Associates, Inc. (LSA) with any
questions about these documents at (949) 553-0666, or you may send an email to

terri.fulton @lsa-assoc.com or phil.fulton@Isa-assoc.com. Also, if you would like to receive a
hard copy of any or all of the documents provided in the enclosed CD, please contact LSA.
Government to government consultation questions and concerns should be directed to Stephanie
Stoermer at FHWA at (720) 963-3218 or Siephanie.Stoermer @fhwa.dot.gov, or Gary Jones at
Caltrans at (909) 383-4045 or Gary_Jones@dot.ca.gov.

Thank you again for participating in this process. We look forward to continuing to work with
you on this project.

Sincerely,

GARY ;O 3

Associate Environmental Planner, Archaeologist
District Native American Coordinator
Environmental Support/Cultural Studies

Enclosure
CD containing the draft MCP HPSR and all attachments

“Calfrmns imoroves mobiliiv nnross California”
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November 21, 2011
Anthony Morales 08-Riv-MCP-PM 0.0/31.7
Chairperson Mid County Parkway Project
Gabrieleno/Tongva San Gabriel Band of EA 0F320

- Mission Indians
P.0G. Box 693

San Gabriel, CA 91778

Dear Mr. Morales:
Draft Historic Property Survey Report (HPSR) for Mid County Parkway Project (EA OF320)

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), Riverside County Transportation Commission
(RCTC), and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) propose to construct a new
transportation corridor in Riverside County. This corridor, the Mid County Parkway (MCP), is
proposed to extend from Interstate 215 (I-215) on the west to State Route 79 (SR-79) en the east,
near the Ramona Expressway, a distance of approximately 16 miles.

On behalf of the FHWA, we are distributing the draft Historic Property Survey Report (HPSR)
for your review and comment. The full HPSR package that will be submitted to the State
Histotic Preservation Officer (SHPO) will consist of the HPSR summary document (Volume I);
plus Attachments A through L of the HPSR (Volumes II, I, and IV). These attachments include
documents, most of which, were previously provided for your review and comment in 2007. The
revisions consisted of removing material that is no longer relevant to the modified MCP project,
given its shorter project limits. No new archaeological resources have been added to the project.
This draft HPSR package is included on the enclosed CDs.

The HPSR Attachments that are provided are:

¢ Attachment A: Maps (Map 1: Project Vicinity; Map 2: Project Location; and Map 3: Area of Potentlal
. Effects)

o  Attachment B: Archaeological Survey Report

»  Attachment C: Extended Phase I (XPI) (XPI Proposal Addendum; XPI Survey Report)

» Attachment D: Axchaeological Evaluation Proposal

¢  Attachment E: Archaeological Evaluation Without Phase IT Excavations Report (AEPER)

o  Attachment F: Archaeological Evaluation Report (AER)

“Caltrans imnrones mobilitv nornss Colifornio”




Mr. Anthony Morales
November 21, 2011
Page 2

»  Aftachment G: Historic Resources Evaluation Report (HRER)

= Attachment H: Preliminary Recommendations Of Eligibility And Level Of Effects
(DOE/FOE)Report

» Attachment I: Prehistoric Department of Parks and Recreation Forms: Updated Sites and Newly
Recorded Sites

+  Attachment J: Caltrans Historic Bridge Inventory Sheets
o  Attachment K: Native American Consultation Documentation
o Attachment I.: Project Consultation Correspondence

In addition to the HPSR, a Findings of Effect (FOE) document is currently being prepared. The
FOE will discuss a finding of an Adverse Effect for the MCP project for Site 33-16598. The FOE
will be submitted for your review shortly following this draft HPSR.

FHWA, respectfully requests to receive any comments you may have on the draft HPSR by
January 2, 2012. Please call Terri Fulton or Phil Fulton at LSA Associates, Inc. (LSA) with any
questions about these documents at (949) 553-0666, or you may send an email to

terri.folton @lsa-assoc.com or phil.-fulton@lsa-assoc.com. Also, if you would like to receive a
hard copy of any or all of the documents provided in the enclosed CD, please contact LSA.
Government to government consultation questions and concerns should be directed to Stephanie
Stoermer at FHWA at (720) 963-3218 or Stephanie.Stoermer @fhwa.dot.gov, or Gary Jones at
Caltrans at (909) 383-4045 or Gary_Jones @dot.ca.gov.

Thank you again for participating in this process. We look forward to continuing to work with
you on this project.

Sincerely,

GARY JONES
Associate Environmental Planner, Archaeologist

District Native American Coordinator
Environmental Support/Cultural Studies

Enclosure
CD containing the draft MCP HPSR and all attachments
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Joseph Hamilton 08-Riv-MCP-PM 0.0/31.7
Council Member Mid County Parkway Project
Ramona Band of Mission Indians EA 07320

P.0. Box 391670

Anza, CA 92539

John A. Gomez, Jr.

Dear Mr. Hamilton:
Draft Historic Property Survey Report (HPSR) for Mid County Parkway Project (EA 0F320)

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), Riverside County Transportation Commission
(RCTC), and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) propose to construct a new
transportation corridor in Riverside County. This corridor, the Mid County Parkway (MCP), is
proposed to extend from Interstate 215 (I-215) on the west to State Route 79 (SR-79) on the east,
near the Ramona Expressway, a distance of approximately 16 miles.

On behalf of the FHWA, we are distributing the draft Historic Property Survey Report (HPSR)
for your review and comment. The full HPSR package that will be submitted to the State
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) will consist of the HPSR summary document (Volume I);
plus Attachments A through L of the HPSR (Volumes IT, III, and V). These attachments include
documents, most of which, were previously provided for your review and comment in 2007, The
revisions consisted of removing material that is no longer relevant to the modified MCP project,
given its shorter project limits. No new archaeological resources have been added to the project.
This draft HPSR package is included on the enclosed CDs.

The HPSR Attachments that are provided are:

o  Attachment A: Maps (Map 1: Project Vicinity; Map 2: Project Location; and Map 3: Area of Potential
Effects)

e Attachment B: Archaeological Survey Report

e  Attachment C: Extended Phase I (XPI) (XPI Proposal Addendum; XPI Survey Report)

» Attachment D: Archaeological Evaluation Proposal

o  Attachment E: Archaeological Evalnation Without Phase I Excavations Report (AEPER)

»  Attachment F: Archaeological Evaluation Report (AER)

“Caltrans imorones mohilitv arross Colifornia”
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= Aftachment G: Historic Resources Bvaluation Report (HRER)

s  Attachment H: Preliminary Recommendations Of Eligibility And Level Of Effects
(DOE/FOE)Report

o Attachment I Prehistoric Department of Parks and Recreation Forms: Updated Sites and Newly
Recorded Sites S

¢ Attachment J: Caltrans Historic Bridge Inventory Sheets
o  Atfachment K: Native American Consultation Documentation
»  Attachment L: Project Consuliation Correspondence

In addition to the HPSR, a Findings of Effect (FOE) document is currently being prepared. The
FOE will discuss a finding of an Adverse Effect for the MCP project for Site 33-16598. The FOE
will be submitted for your review shortly following this draft HPSR.

FHWA respectfully requests to receive any comments you may have on the draft HPSR by
January 2, 2012. Please call Terri Fulton or Phil Fulton at LSA Associates, Inc. (LSA) with any
questions about these documents at (949) 553-0666, or you may send an email to
terri.fulton@Isa-assoc.com or phil.fulton@lsa-assoc.com. Also, if you would like to receive a
hard copy of any or all of the documents provided in the enclosed CD, please contact LSA.
Government to government consulitation questions and concerns should be directed to Stephanie
Stoermer at FHWA at (720) 963-3218 or Stephanie.Stoermer @fhwa.dot.gov, or Gary Jones at
Caltrans at (909) 383-4045 or Gary_Jones@dot.ca.gov.

Thank you again for participating in this process. We look forward to continuing to work with
you on this project.

Sincerely,

GARY JONES

Associate Environmental Planner, Archacologist
District Native American Coordinator
Environmental Support/Cultural Studies

Enclosure
CD containing the draft MCP HPSR and all attachments
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Re:  Pechanga Tribe Comments on the Draft Historic Property Survey Report (HPSR)
for Mid-County Parkway Project (LA 0E320)

Dear Mr. Jones:

This comment letter is written on behalf of the Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians
(Lereinafter, “the Tribe”), a federally recognized Indian tribe and sovereign government. The
Tribe formally requests to be notified and involved in the entire environmental review process
for the duration of the above referenced project (the “Project”). If you have not done so already,
please add the Tribe to your distribution list(s) for public notices and circulation of all
documents, including environmental review documents, archeological reports, and all documents
pertaining to this Project. The Tribe further requests to be dirvectly notified of all public hearings
and scheduled approvals concerning this Project. Please also incorporate these comments into
the record of approval for this Project.

The Tribe has a long history of participating and commenting on this Project, dating back
to 2004. Throughout this process, the Tribe has openly conveyed its comments and concerns
about this Project in numerous written communications and meetings. We will not touch on
those subjects in this letter, but we request that the agencies review our previous comments at
this stage of the Project approval process and incorporate them herein with our present comments
as part of the record of approval. For convenience, copies of the prior and other letters are
attached as Appendices.

CALTRANS MUST INCLUDE INVOLVEMENT OF AND CONSULTATION WITH
THE PECHANGA TRIBE IN ITS ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS

It has been the intent of the Federal Government' and the State of California® that Indian

'See e.g., Executive Memorandum of April 29, 1994 on Government-to-Government Relations with Native
American Tribal Governments, Executive Order of November 6, 2000 on Consultation and Coordination with
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{ribes be consulted with regard to issues which impact cultural and spiritual resources, as well as
other governmental concerns. The obligation to consult arises when tribal interests are affected
by the actions of State governmental agencies and departments, such as approval of Geueral
Plans or EIRs. In matters of transpottation projects which ave funded by Federal highway funds,
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and Section 4(f) (49 U.S.C. 303) apply.
Therefore, in order to comply with CEQA, Section 106, Section 4(f) and other applicable Federal
and California law, it is imperative that Caltrans, as the delegate of FHWA, adequately consult
with the Tribe in order to guarantiee an adequate basis of knowledge for an appropriate evaluation
of the effects, as well as generating adequate objectives, policies and potential mitigation
measures. In this case, it is undisputed that the Project area lies within the Pechanga Tribe’s

traditional territory.

The Tribe appreciates the efforts of Caltrans, FHWA, RCTC aund LSA to meet with the
Pechanga Tribe in a face-to-face consultation regarding the HPSR February 7, 2012. We believe
it was a beneficial meeting in which we were able to share our concerns with the agencies and
consultants involved as well as share our tribal knowledge specifically regarding this Project.
This letter serves to memeorialize that meeting and present the highlights discussed at that time.

PECHANGA CULTURAL AFFILIATION TO PROJECT AREA

The Pechanga Tribe asserts that the Project area is part of Luisefio, and therefore the
Tribe’s, aboriginal territory as evidenced by the existence of Luisefio place names, fdota yixélval
(rock art, pictographs, petroglyphs), and an extensive Luisefio artifact record in the vicinity of the
Project. This culturally sensiiive area is affiliated with the Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians
because of the Tribe's cultural ties to this area as well as extensive history with both this Project
and other projects within the area.

D. L. True, C. W. Meighan, and Harvey Crew’ stated that the California archaeologist is
blessed “with the fact that the nineteenth-century Indians of the state were direct descendants of
many of the Indians recovered archacologically, living lives not unlike those of their ancestors.”
Similarly, the Tribe knows that their ancestors lived in this land and that the Luisefio peoples still
live in their traditional lands. While we agree that anthropological and linguistic theories as well
as historic accounts are important in determining fraditional Luisefio territory, the Pechanga
Tiibe assetts that the most critical sources of information used to define our traditional teritories
are our songs, creation accounts and oral traditions. Luisefio history begins with the creation of
all things at ‘éxva Teméeku (EHK-vah Te-MEH-koo), known today as Temecula, The first
people or Kdamalam (K AH-mah-lam) were bom at this location and dispersed to all corners of
creation (what is today known as Luiseiio territory). The last of the Kdamalam born was Wuyéot

Indian Tribal Governments, Executive Menmorandum of September 23, 2004 on Government-lo-Government
Relationships with Tribal Governments, and Executive Memovanduin of November 5, 2009 on Tribal Consultation.
f See California Public Resource Code §5097.9 et seq.; California Govermnent Code §§65351, 65352.3 and 653524
° D. L. True, C. W. Meighan, and Harvey Crew. Archaeological Investigations at Molpa, San Diego County,
California, University of Califorsia Press 1974 Vol 11, 1-176
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(We-YOUGHT). He was innately gifted with aydllowish (ah-YELL-kwish) or knowledge, and he
learned how to make the first food, /dovish {TOH-vish, white clay), to feed the Kdamalam. 1t is
said Wuydor gave the people ceremonial songs when he lived at ‘éxva Teméeku.” While the
following.creation account is a brief summary, it does demonstrate that the Luisefio people have
knowledge of and are affiliated with the TVOL project area.

According to the creation narratives, Wuypdor was poisoned, and in an attempt fo be cured,
he visited several hot springs within Luisefio territory. The First People followed Wiydor
throughout the territory and he named the places as they fraveled. Upon Wuydot’s death, he was
taken to ‘éxva Teméeky and cremated. Wupdot's passing was the first death of the Kdamalam
and they were frightened by the event. A traditional song recounts the travels of eaple, as he
searches for a place where there was no death. His travels begin at Temecula, flying north to San,
Bernardine and then to the east, south, and west through Julian, Cuyamaca, and Palomer, and
returning to Temecula.® He likely flew over the Project area. After a Grand Council of the
Kdamalam, they dispersed from ‘éxva Teméeky, establishing villages and marking their teritory.
The first people also became the mountains, plants, animals and heavenly bodies. Songs called
Moniivol (moh-NEE-vuil), speak of the places and landmarks that were destinations of the
Luiseflo ancestors, several of which are located near the Project area. They describe the exact
migration route of the Temecula people and the landmarks made by each to claim title to their

places.6

Téota yixélval {rock art) is also an important element in the determination of Luisefio
territorial boundaties.  Tdota yixélval can consist of petroglyphs (incised) elements, or
pictographs (painted) elements. The science of archaeology tells us that places can be described
through these elements, Riverside and Northern San Diego Counties are home to red-pigmented
pictograph panels. Archaeologists have adopted the name for these pictograph-versions, as
defined by Ken Hedges of the Museum of Man, as the San Luis Rey style. The San Luis Rey
style incorporates elements which include chevrons, zig-zags, dot patterns, sunbursts, handprints,
net/chain, anthropomorphic (human-like) and zoomorphic (animal-like) designs.  Tribal
historians and photographs inform us that some design elements are teminiscent of Luisefio
ground paintings. A few of these design elements, particularly the flower motifs, the net/chain
and zig-zags, were sometimes depicted in Luisefic basket designs and can be observed in

remaining baskets and textiles today.

An additional type of tdota yixélval, identified by archaeologists also as rock art or
petroglyphs, ate cupules. Throughout Luisefio territory, there are certain types of large boulders,
faking the shape of mushrooms or waves, which contain numerous small pecked and ground

* Constance DuBois 1908. The Religion of the Luisefio Indians of Southern California. University of California
:{’::biicaﬁans in American drchacology and Ethnology 8(3):69-186.

ibid.
¢ Ibid, p.110,
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indentations, or cupules. Many of these cupule boulders have been identified within a few miles
of the Project. Additionally, according to historian Constance DuBois:

When the people scattered from Ekvo Temeko, Temecula, they were very
powerful. When they got to a place, they would sing a song to make water come
there, and would call that place theirs; or they would scoop out a hollow in a rock
with their hands to have that for their mark as a claim wpon the land. The
different parties of people had their own martks. For instance, Albafias’s ancestors
had theirs, and Lucario’s people had theirs, and their own songs of Munival to tell
how they traveled from Temecula, of the spots where they stopped and about the
different places they claimed (1908:158).

Given the Tribe’s extensive knowledge of its own history, which if necessary, can be
corroborated by ethnographic accounts, historical documents and archaeological research, the
Tribe does not agree with the Archaeological Survey Report (ASR) which states that the Project
area was primarily occupied by the Cahuilla, To date, the Pechanga Tribe has been forced to
contend with as many as eight different representations of their Territorial Boundaries (See
attached Confidential Appendix 1 in Villages of Lakeview Comments 6-18-09). Many years of
internal research by the Tribe have resulted in the Boundary shown in blue as the actual territorial
boundary as accepted by the Tribe. The Pechanga Tribe’s knowledge of our ancestral boundaties
is based on information passed down from our elders through songs and stories; published
academic works in the areas of anthropology, history and ethno-history, and through unpublished
ethnographic and linguistic field notes. Many anthropologists and historians who have proposed
boundaries of the Luisefio traditional tetritory have included the project area in their deseriptions
(Kroeber 19257; Drucker 1939% Heizer and Whipple 1951% Smith and Freers 1994!%). With the
exception of Sinith and Freers, these boundaries were determined from information provided to
: the ethnographers by Luisefic consultants. The boundary determinations were based upon
. multiple factors including language, village locations, oral tradition, personal beliefs, etc. Smith
{ and Freers made their determination utilizing known rock art sources, The Pechanga Tribe bases
the Luiseffo terrifory boundary (as depicted in the Confidential Appendix) on descriptions
communicated to the Pechanga people by our elders in combination with the sources indicated
above, lL.e. ethuographic and historic literature, published maps, etc.

7 Alfred. L. Kroeber 1925, Handbook of the Indians of California. Bulletin 78, Bureau of American Ethuology,

Government Priniing Office, Washington D.C.

8 Phitlip Drucker 1939. Culture Element Distribution, V, Southern California. University of California Publications
in American Archaeology end Ethiology, Vol. 1,

? Robert F. Heizer and M.A. Whipple 1951, The California Indians. University of California Press, Berkeley.

" Gerald A, Smith and Steven M. Freers 1994. Fuding /mages: Indian Pictographs of Western Riverside County.

! Riverside Museum Press, Riverside, Ca.
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COMMENTS ON THE ETHNOGRAPHIC SECTION OF THE ASR

The Tribe believes that the Ethnographic section in the ASR does not accurately reflect
territory usage within the Project area. The Tribe’s Creation story maintains that the Luisefio
people were created here and thus have always lived in this area. The Tribe argues that there is
ample evidence that supports continuous Luisefio occupancy over other tribes which it has
previously submitted in comments on the MCP, Villages of Lakeview and SR79 Projects, Our
research and documentation demonstrates that this area was inhabited by the Luisefio, who may
have shared Mystic Lake with the Serrano (research is ongoing); however, it is documented in
both the ethnographic record and in Cahuilla bird songs that the Cahuilla did not inbabit this area
until the mid to late 1800s. We have provided this research information as Appendices 1 through
4 and have highlighted additional peints of concern below.

The use of specific ethnographic maps in the ASR without an adequate discussion of the
alternative theories is problematic, especially in a case such as this where the Tribe has presented
ample additional information regarding its assertion that the Project Area falls within Luisefio
rather than Cahuilla tervitory, It is fairly common knowledge that ethnographers often change
their tribal territory boundaries for each new study or publication based upon who their
informants are/were. In this instance, the ASR cites Bean 1978 and Cahuilla stories on Takwish
for the Project being traditionally Cahuilla tersitory without providing adequate justification for
why these works were chosen over other equally reliable works that may have disagreed with
this mfmmatlon It is important to compare Bean’s earlier works such as Ins map in Bean and
Saubel'! (1972), which clearly shows the Project area in Luisefio territor; y 2 The map in Bean’s
1972 work'®, which is almost identical to the Bean and Saubel map, also reflects the APE within
Luisefio temto: y. Kroeber’s 1925 map and Strong’s 1929 map also supports the Tribe’s oral

traditions that this is Luisefio territory.

Furthermore, the sole usage of Cahuilla Tahquitz stories is misleading as the Luisefio
have extensive stories about Takwish as well. This is not a defendable argument and the Tribe
believes it should not be used as support for claims of Cahuilla occupation.

TRIBAL COMMENTS ON THE HISTORIC PROPERTY SURVEY REPORT

As outlined above and in other comment letters, the proposed Project is on land that is
within the traditional territory of the Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians. The Pechanga Band is
not opposed to this Project; however, we are opposed (o any direct, indirect and cumulative
impacts this Project may have to tribal cultural resources. The Tribe’s primary concerns stem

' Bean, Lowell 1., and Katherine S, Saubel. Temalpakh (from the Earik): Cahuilla Indian Knowledge and Usage of
P!rmte Malki Museuwm Press, Banning, California, 1972

% Bean and Saubel 1972,p. 8
% Bean 1972 frontspiece
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from the Project’s proposed impacts on Native Amevican cultural resources. The Triibe is
concerned about both the protection of unique and irreplaceable cultural resources, such as
Luisefio village sites, communities or portions thereof, as well as sacred sites and archaeological
items which would be displaced or destroyed by ground disturbing work on the Project. The
Tribe is also concerned with the proper and lawful treatment of cultural items, Native American
human remains and sacred items likely to be discovered in the course of the work.

The Tribe has received and reviewed the November 2011 Draft Historic Property Survey
Report (HPSR) as submitted to us by Caltrans District 8. According to the HPSR and the
Archaeological Survey Report (ASR), there are a fotal of five Native American sites located
within the Direct APE {P-33-016598, -019862, -019863, -019864, and -019866). One site, P-33-
003653 is immediately adjacent to the APE and will be protected and avoided with ESA fencing.
Site -016598 has been determined eligible for the California Register of Historie Places (CRHP)
and the National Register of Historic Resources (NRHR). This village is known to the Tribe as
Paavo’. Portions of Paave' have been previously excavated. The area that is slated for impact
from the Mid-County Parkway Project (MCP) was determined by the archaeological consultants
to be a non-confributing factor and was approved for destruction and as discussed further below,
the Tribe continues to disagree with this assessment. The remaining five sites were evaluated
and are considered to be ineligible for listing on any register,

Pagve’ P-33-016598

First and foremost, the Tribe does not agree that the portion of P-33-016598 that is
proposed for impacts by MCP is a ‘non-contributing component® to the overall village site as
was determined by LSA during the Villages of Lakeview Project. Because this is a significant
site with important cultural value, the Pechanga Tribe has consistently taken the position that the
entire site be avoided and preserved in place with no development activity to directly or
indirectly affect this significant traditional cultural area. Most recently, the Tribe took this
position on the Villages of Lakeview Project. (See Appendix 2) Since the MCP Project will also
impact the Paavo ' site, the Tribe continues to take the same position here.

Dwing the Phase II work, cultural items of a significant and ceremonial nature to
Pechanga were uncovered which was not unexpected by the Tribe. “At least three unique
artifacts were discovered dwuring the survey, a large granitic discoidal, a fragment of a quartz
mano, and a mano with red pigment on it” (LSA. 12/14/07 Villages of Lakeview Project Memo,
Pg. 8). These items are consistent with the high siguificance of the site and are representative of
the types of items likely to be uncovered if this area is ever subject to development.  The Tribe
believes that all portions are contributing components to the overall integrity of the site as
demonstrated by the presence of ceremonial items and the drawing of the site boundary to

include this area.
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Newly Recorded Culiural Resources (P-33-019862, -019863, -019864, -019866)

The Tribe also does not agree with the determinations made for the remaining cultural
sites identified in the ASR that are within the MCP Project APE and in fact, is seriously
concerned with the site specific approach taken in the archaeological documents. The Tribe has
long advocated that archacological work should look at the landscape as a whole. This means
looking beyond what is only in the project APE, taking into account the landforms such as rock
outcrops, canyons, fault lines and flat lands; natural resources such as waterways and plants;
previously recorded archaeological sites as well as traditional tribal knowledge and known

traditional named places.

For this Project, the ASR states that extensive research was conducted in an effort (o
identify previously recorded sites in a one mile radius of the APE and within its boundaries, as
well as referencing historic maps, lists and databases; ethnographic literature; archacological
studies and site records. Additionally, “[a]pproximately 37,282 ac were encompassed by the
MCP records search, and approximately 11,553 ac (31 percent) have been previously
surveyed.”'* The Tribe questions why this data was not utilized since it appears the analysis for
the cultural sites was limited to only those sites recorded within or immediately adjacent to the

Direct APE,

Cultural sites cannot be viewed as a single event or & single location that is unrelated to
any other site located near it or the landscape in which it sits. These sites are not isolated islands
but a small part of a larger web of culturally related activitics and events. For example, the ASR
records four previously unidentified bedrock milling sites within the Bernasconi Hills area, south
of Lake Perris (-019862, -019863, -019864, -09866). Because they are milling features with no
associated surface artifacts, the sites were identified and analyzed individually, and thus were
determined to be ineligible for the historic registers. The ASR should have used the
information gathered during the research phase and take info account the over 40 previously
recorded sites and individual artifacts within a one mile radius and their relationship to these four
sites located within the APE. The Tribe believes if this had been done, the significance and
eligibility determinations may have come out differently.

The Tribe understands that project funding may often be limited, thereby restricting the
amount of archaeological research, testing and follow up necessary to provide a complete and
accurate assessment of the presence of cultural resources on a given project site. This is a sad
and unfortunate result of the current development and land use scheme in California. Thus, it is
even more imperative that archacological consultants and lead agencies meet and consult with
Tribes who do have additional information about these vital resources. Tribes are the keepers of
their own tribal knowledge and history and can fill in the unfortunate gaps which exist in cutrent
cultural resource management practices due to funding and other constraints, Additionally, to tie

Y Archaeological Survey Repore, Mid Couniy Parlasay, Riverside County, California. Strudwick et al. August
2011, Page 14. :
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into the Tribe’s argument that a piecemeal analytical approach to the presence of resources only
results in further destruction of cultural resources, direet construction impacts may not be
proposed for sites located one mile from the APE; however, these conditions should not hamper
an adequate landscape analysis required to.propetly evaluate cultural resources. There is
sufficient data available in the records search and prior comments of the Tribe for the agencies to
add into the ARS a more comprehensive and regional (or landscape) view of the sites in the area
and how they relate to one another; and in turn, how they relate to the larger village complexes
which are clearly present in and around the APE. Small sites that are proposed for impacts
should not be analyzed in an isolated manner because ethnographic information provides
evidence that Native American villages often extended five miles in area.  Standard
archaeological protocol generally utilizes a one-mile radius around a project or APLY when
conducting a records search, The ASR states that this radius was used and therefore, the
information should be available to the Project’s archaeological consultants, in addition to the
information presented by the Tribe. With this data and viewing the area at the “10,000 foot
level,” it is obvious to the Tribe that the Bernasconi Hills area was a small habitation or
community area, likely associated with Paave’ to the east. As such, in order for the Project
documents to adequately reflect the true nature of the resources affected by the Project and the
impacts to those resowrces, a more thorough landscape analysis should be done. The data is
there; it just needs to be utilized properly. The Tribe would be happy to assist the agencies in
completing a thorough and accurate landscape analysis of the APE and adjacent areas.

Other Impacts to Calinral Resources

The Tribe is further concerned with the auditory and visual impacts, cumulative impacts
and the growth-related or long-term impacts that the Project will have on these sites. These
issues should be more adequately addressed in the DHPSR.

Aunditory and Visual Irapacts

The Tribe knows, and the ASR confirms, that there are numerous fdofa yinélval located
within a close proximity to the Project APE. The development of the proposed MCP will
directly visually impact these resources, The sheer size of the MCP will be seen and heard for
miles and will be a visual impediment to the scenic beauty of this region. It will further affect
the natural quietness of the area. Because of the size, complexity and impact the MCP will have
on the surrounding landscape, visual and auditory impacts to cultural resources should be
thoroughly evaluated within the final document. The Pechanga Tribe requests further
i consultation on this issue to assist in such evaluation.

Camulative Impacts

Cumulative impacts are also a major concern for the Tribe. The destruction of any
“individual” cultural resource is detrimental to the whole cultural landscape and serves to further
destroy the Tribe’s traditional ancestral places. Unfortunately, most of the traditional ancestral
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places of the Tribe are on private and public lands which are constantly threatened by
development. The Tribe is not anti-development; however, we increasingly struggle with lead
agencies to protect and preserve our invaluable resources which continue to be destroyed and
impacted on nearly a daily basis. Improper recordation and analysis of features within a larger
community or habitation context allows for the piecemealing of sites and which can result in
improper eligibility determinations which leads ultimately to damage or destruction. While the
Tyibe is aware that not all sites and cultural resources can be saved during development, it is
- important to acknowledge in project documentation that these are not renewable resources and
thus the impairment or destruction of any site or resource IS a cumulative impact.

Additionally, with the proposed MCP project, the huge influx of vehicles will increase air
pollution. The smog and other pollutants build up on boulder outcrops. Very little research has
been conducted to defermine the effects of air pollutants on boulder outcrops and rock art;
however, the Tribe knows that the constant exposure will erode the delicate pigments left on the
rocks. This kind of indirect and cumulative impact needs to be addressed in more detail in the
final document. We know that resources sensitive to these kinds of exposures are present within
and around the APE. As such, the document is inadequate in that it fails to assess and address

these kinds of impacts.

Growth-Related Impacts

Finally, the Tribe is concerned about growth-related impacts to this area and their effects
on cultural resources. We know that infrastructure development brings miore residential and
commerecial development. Development brings people, and if people are not educated or aware
of the importance of cultural resources, the resources will suffer through vandalism, looting,
graffiti or destruction. As stated above, there are numerous cultural resources that would be
impacted by future developments proposed adjacent to the MCP, Based upon the cuuent
archaeological methodology, there is a high probability that these sites will to be subjected to
site-by-site analysis and not viewed in their proper context. Because the MCP repots, including
all archaeological studics, will be submitted to the Eastern Information Center (EIC) ~ the
clearinghouse for such documents and the location archasologists first go to for information, the
Tribe requests that FHWA and Caltrans set a precedent with the HPSR and the ASR and address
the sites in the vicinity of the MCP in order to assist future archaeologists and developers with
awareness, preservation and avoidance.

Furthermore, the Tribe requests to work closely with Calirans to develop a long-term
strategy for betier preservation of cultural resources located within the vicinity of the APE. For
example, the Tribe has worked on several projects in which prominent rock outcroppings were
preserved and avoided during construction activities, However, the Lead Agency did not
provide for any long term care and as families and development moved into these areas, the rock
outcroppings were subject to graffiti and the (tdola yixélval was permanently impacted. The
FHWA, Caltrans and the Tribe work diligently to preserve and avoid construction related
| impacts to cultural resources. We request to also work together to preserve these resources by
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planting native species, engineering walls or fences, developing community watch groups, or
other metiods that deter vandals,

CONTINUED TRIBAL INVOLVEMENT

The Tribe will continue to be involved and participate with the FHWA and Caltrans in
assuring that adequate archaeological studies are completed, and in developing all monitoring
and mitigation plans and measures for the duration of the Project.

The Tribe believes that adequate cultural resources assessmenis and management must
always include a component which addresses inadvertent discoveries. Every major State and
Federal law dealing with cultural resowrces includes provisions addressing inadvertent
discoveries (See e.g.; CEQA (Cal. Pub. Resources Code §21083.2(i); 14 CCR §15064.5(5);
Section 106 (36 CFR §800.13); NAGPRA (43 CFR §10.4). Moreover, most state and federal
agencies have guidelines or provisions for addressing inadvertent discoveries (See e.g.: FHWA,
Section 4(f) Regulations -~ 771.135(g); CALTRANS, Standard Environmental Reference - 5-
10.2 and 5-10.3). Because of the extensive presence of the Tribe's ancestors within the Project
area, it is not unreasonable to expect to find vestiges of that presence, Such cultural resources
and artifacts are significant to the Tribe as they are reminders of their ancestors, Moreover, the
Tribe is expected to protect and assure that all cultural sites of its ancestors are appropriately
treated in a respectful manner. As such, it is the position of the Pechanga Tribe that an
agreement specifying appropriate treatment of inadvertent discoveries of cullural resources be
executed between Caltrans, or the appropriate entify, and the Pechanga Tribe.

Further, the Pechanga Tribe believes that if human remains are discovered, State law
would apply and the mitigation measures must account for this. According to the California
Public Resources Code, § 5097.98, if Native American human remains are discovered, the Native
American Heritage Commission must name a “most likely descendant,” who shall be consuited
as to the appropriate disposition of the remains. This is addressed in the AEP however, given the
Project’s location in Pechanga territory, the Pechanga Tribe intends to assert ifs right pursuant to
California law with regard to any remains or items discovered in the course of this Project. Itis
the position of the Pechanga Tribe that human remains must never be moved or other impacted,
but rather, they should remain in their original resting place, undisturbed.

The Tribe reserves the right to fully participate in the environmental review process, as
| well as to provide further comment on the Project's impacts to cultural resources and potential
: mitigation for such impacts.

The Pechanga Tribe thanks the FHWA and Caltrans for the opportunity to review the
Draft HPSR and we look forward to working together in protecting the invaluable Luisefio
cultural resources found in the Project area. Please contact me at 951-770-8104 or at
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ahoover@pechanga-nsn.gov once you have had a chance to review these comments so that we
might address the issues concerning the mitigation language. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Anna Hoover
Cultural Analyst

Ce Pechanga Office of the General Counsel
Brenda Tomaras, Tomaras & Ogas, LLP
Stephanie Stoermer, FHWA.

Gabrielle Duff, Caltrans
Terri Fulton, LSA Associates
Phil Fulton, LSA Associates

Pechanga Culiuval Resources * Temecula Band of Luiseiio Misston Indians
Post Office Box 2183 « Temecula, CA4 92592

Sacred is The Duty Trusted Unfo Qur Care And Witl Honor We Rise To The Need




This page intentionally left blank



APPENDIX 1




This page intentionally left blank



PECHANGA INDIAN RESERVATION General Counsel

Temecula Band of Luisefio Mission Indians John L. Macarro

OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL Deputy General Counsel
Post Office Box 1477 * Temecula, CA 92593 James B, Cohen
Telephone (051) 676-2768 Exf, 2138 Fax (951) 587-8162 Laura Y, Miranda
January 25, 2008

SENT VIA EMAIL AND U.S, MAIL

Mr. Tay Dam

Federal Highway Administration
California Division

650 Capitol Mall, Suite 4-100
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Pechanga Tribe Comment Letter on Preliminary Recommendations of Eligibility and
Level of Effects for the Mid County Parkway (MCP) Project

Dear Mr. Dam:

The Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians (hereinafter, “the Tribe”), a federally recognized
Indian iribe and sovereign government, submits this letter on the above referenced document as
part of the tribal consultation process for this Project.

The Pechanga Band requests that this letter be included in the record of approval for the
Project.

L
PECHANGA TRIBE CULTURAL AFFILIATION TO PROJECT AREA

The Pechanga Tribe has a specific legal and cultural interest in this Project as the Tribe is
culturally affiliated with the geographic area, which comprises the Project property. The Tribe
has been named the Most Likely Descendent (Cal. Pub. Res. C. §5097.98) ori projects in the
nearby vicinity of the proposed Project, has been the named consulting tribe on projects in the
vicinily of the proposed Project, and has specific knowledge of cultural resources and sacred
places within/near the proposed Project alignments,
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IL
TRIBAL CONSULTATION REQUIREMENTS

A, CALTRANS MUST CONSULT WITH THE PECHANGA TRIBE REGARDING
THE PROJECT

It has been the intent of the Federal Government and the State of California® that Indian
tribes be consulted with regard to issues which impact cultural and spiritual resources, as well as
other governmental concerns. The responsibility to consult with Indian tribes stems from the
unigue government-to-government relationship between the United States and Indian tribes. The
United States has a unique political and legal relationship with Indian tribal governments. In
conformance with this unique relationship, the Federal Government recognizes the sovereign
status of tribal governments and its obligation to deal with these txibal governments on a
government-fo-government basis. President Bush himself reaffirmed this responsibility in both
his Executive Order 13336 and his Executive Memorandum of September 23, 2004.

The obligation to consult arises when tribal interests are affected by the actions of State
governmental agencies and departments, such as approval of General Plans or EIRs. In maiters
of transportation projects which are funded by Federal highway funds, Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act and Section 4(f) (49 U.S.C. 303) apply. Therefore, in order to
comply with CEQA, Section 106, Section 4(f) and other applicable Federal and California law, it
is imperative that Caltrans, as the delegate of FHWA, adequately consult with the Tribe in order
to guarantee an adequate basis of knowledge for an appropriate evaluation of the effects, as well
as generating adequate objectives, policies and potential mitigation measures, In this case, it is
undisputed that the Project area lies within the Pechanga Tribe’s traditional territory and thus the
Tribe should have been appropriately consulted on the Project.

B. SECTION 106 CONSULTATION REQUIREMENTS

The requirements of Section 106 of the NHPA, set forth in 36 CFR Part 800, clearly
requires consultation with Indian tribes, regardless of the location of the project (36 CFR
800.2(c)). The regulations go on to state that the agency official shall ensurc that consultation
provides an Indian tribe “a reasonable opportunity to identify its concerns about historic
properties, advise on the identification and evaluation of historic properties, including those of
traditional religious and cultural importance, articulate its views on the undertaking’s effects on
such properties, and participate in the resolution of adverse effects.,” Id. Further, consultation
must occur early in the planning process in order to “identify and discuss relevant preservation
issues and tesolve concerns about the confidentiality of information on historic properties.” Id.

! See Executive Memorandum of April 29, 1994 on Government-to-Government Relations with Mative American
Tribal Governments; Executive Ovder 13175 of November 6, 2000 on Consultation and Coordination with Indian
Tribal Governments; and Executive Memorandum of September 23, 2004 on Government-to-Government
Relationship with Tribal Governments,

? See California Public Resource Code §5097.9 et seq. and Cal. Govt. Code §§ 65351, 65352, 65352.3 and 65352 .4,
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In the instant case, while Calirans and FHWA have conducted several “consultation”
meetings, they have done so in a manner which left Tribes unable to provide adequate and viable
input, For instance, the Tribes were not provided a copy of the results of the Extended Phase I
Program prior to the meeting to discuss the AEP for the Phase II Program. Thus, other than
commenting on specific methodology performed, the Tribes were unable to provide any input
into whether they felt the Phase II Program adequately covered all sites necessary. This lack of
information has now been compounded by requiring the Tribes to comment on the Preliminary
Recommendations for Eligibility without all of the analysis of the materials encountered during
the Phase II having been performed. Further, even where Tribes were given some
documentation or information prior to a meeting, it was usually just prior to the meeting thus
making it difficult for Tribes to actually review the information before the meeting,

Because of the decision to expedite the environmental work on this project, and in
particular the cultural assessment, throughout this Project the Tribes have been asked to provide
their comments and input at points in time where either the Tribes have not been given all the
information necessary to do so or where the Tribes were given information but not in a timely
manner given the timelines for the comments. Pechanga does not believe that this is adequate
consultation,

It is the Tribe’s request that the Lead Agency and all agencies and consultants involved
commit to working with the Tribe to ensure it has meaningful participation in the environmental
review process, which includes all archeological assessments and testing. As such, Pechanga is
requesting the ability to consult on any additional archeological assessments and test programs,
well in advance of their commencement in order to allow adequate time for the Tribe to evaluate
these progratns and provide comment on them, The Tribe also requests that such programs and
assessments take into account the Tribe’s preferences and customs concerning treatment of
archeological/cultural resources. Further, the Tribe request that it be allowed to consult on the
analysis and resulis of such assessments and test programs in a timely manner and with adequate
information provided.

C. SECTION 4(F) CONSULTATION REQUIREMENTS

The Federal Highway Administration (FEWA) has a policy, cnacted by Congress, of
preserving certain lands, wildlife and waterfow! refuges and historic sites. As such, FHWA is
required to evaluate whether any project may require the use of “a public park, recreation area. ..
or land of an historic site....” (49 U.S.C. 303(c)). The reason for such evaluation is that the
Federal government determined it would avoid the use of significant areas such as historic sites
when creating new public highways,

The obligation to consult under Section 4(f) comes in conjunction wiih the obligations
under Section 106 and the requirement that Section 4(f) applies to National Register Eligible
sites, Thus, while there is no explicit requirement to consult under Section 4(f), the obligation is
implicit in the requitement to determine whether a property is National Register Eligible.
Moreover, the Secretary of Transportation can only make a finding of de minimis impacts to a
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historic sile if the finding “has been developed in consultation with parties consulting as part of
the process...” (49 U.S.C. 303(d)(2)(C)). Thus it is the position of the Pechanga Tribe that the
FHWA and Calirans must conduct adequate consultations with the Tribe in both defermining the
eligibility of a site, as well as any later findings of de minimis impacts.

1L
TRIBAL COMMENTS ON PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDATIONS OF ELIGIBILITY

The Pechanga Tribe is in receipt and has reviewed the AMid County Parkway Preliminary
Recommendations of Elzgzbz!z(y and Level of Effects memo, dated 12/14/07 (“LSA 12/14/07
Memo”), A total of nine (9) sites were excavated during the Phase II eligibility determination
grogram. Two (2) sites were combined info one (1) site resulting in the evaluation of eight (8)
sites in the LSA Preliminary Eligibility Memo for eligibility for National and State Register
Eligibility, The Pechanga Tribe has concerns with the conclusions for seven (7) of the sites (P-
33-001512, P-33-001650/016687, P-33-016678, P-33-016679, P-33-016680, P-33-16598 and P-
33-16685), and asserts that the conclusions are inadequate and incorrect. The seven (7) sites of
concern can be separated into two primary site types--quarries and habitation areas. When
analyzing these types of sites two very distinct methods of evaluation should be utilized based
upon the original activities conducted at each type of arca.

A. QUARRY SITES

Quanty sites are considered important culiural resources o the Tribe and should be
viewed by the archaeological community as sites that can contribute significant data, not only to
the scientific body of knowledge, but to tribes as well. Quarries, which are generally lumped
together with prospects and mines, are essential to cultural and scientific understanding, No iwo
guarties are alike. Each quatry is unique and varies from every other one. For example, the
materials vary from site to site, the amount of utilization varies, each source outcrop was utilized
in a different manner, and special workshop areas may or may not be present. As the majority of
artifactual remains left on sites ave Jithic materials, the sources of these materials can reveal a
wealth of information regarding how the inhabitants interacted with their landscapes.
Technological and ideological changes, embedded strategies, site formation processes, trade and
regional activities can all be addressed by analysis of quarries and research of the surrounding
area.

Quarries are fiequently labeled as non-significant/not eligible resources due to the
amount of time and research they generally necessitate. For instance, the required level of
analysis for the artifactual materials is generally not common knowledge to the average
laboratory techniciap, and retaining a specialist can be cost prohibitive to the project. Moreover,
the amount of artifacts found at a quarry site, from a management perspective, can be
overwhelming and proper analysis may also be deemed cost prohibitive. Further, experience has
shown that quairy locales are often simply not identified during fieldwork. Presumably, this is
based gpon the archaeologists’ lack of knowledge of the source material. If a quarry site is
identified during fieldwork, it is often immediately dismissed based upon the lack of readily
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visible “diagnostic” surface artifacts or as not containing enough data to warrant detailed
analysis, thus resulting in the quarry site being “written off.”

Quarries are focused exploitation areas, utilized for their source material. Because of this
specialized nature, typical household features and artifacts associated with habitation sites such
as hearths and/or cooking features, food preparation areas, leather working areas, house features,
ete, are generally not present, Therefore, materials wtilized for chronological festing, i.e.
charcoal, shell, other organics, will be absent. Further, as quarries are sites where “diagnostic™
artifacts are removed, the importance of a quarry is often determined by which artifacts are not
present. The lack of diagnostic artifacts, such as finished tools and completed/broken projectile
points may be confusing and, if the analyst is not trained for detailed analysis, important details
about the flakes/debitage may go unidentified. Quarries require an almost backward approach to
determine significance or eligibility as they generally do not have finished or formed tools and
rely heavily on outside regional research. Quarry materials often must be dated in conjunction
with other sites which highlights the importance of comparing artifact collections of regional
sites.

Stratigraphy is generally not expected at quarry sites and bioturbation is evident in almost
every southern California site. Therefore, neither should be considered key factors in
delermining whether a site is eligible. The LSA 12/14/07 Memo siates one of the quarry sites
can answer certain research domains, but its utility is limited based upon lack of intact
stratigraphy. The “lack of stratigraphy” argument is not germane when the locations of quarries
themselves are taken into account. Stratigraphy relies on deposition of materials and topography
of the area. Generally, quarries in western Riverside County consist of source materials that are
exposed from the ground by a variety of geologic events including wind, water and earthquakes.
They are usually located on higher topographic areas including the tops and sides of hills, ridges,
mountains, etc. The quarries excavated in the Phase I program are all located on ridges and
high places, in deflationary environments, and were most likely in the same environment when,
utilized. Thus, deposition of soils would not accur and erosion and sloughing of materials
downslope would be expected, thereby negating stratigraphy within the main quarry areas.
Collection of sediments and artifacts would more likely occur at the base of the slopes which
would result in either a reversed accumulation or in a jumble.

Further, bioturbation in a site can be factored into the overall identification of a site but
should not be the deciding factor for eligibility. In addition, the erosional nature of the source
materials should not be a factor for eligibility. The Tribe is aware that LSA has voiced a concern
that non-artifactual material spalls should not be incorporated into the overall collection.
Nevertheless, the Tribe believes that a qualified lithic specialist should be able to discern human
modified materials from natural spalls. Additionally, it is presumed that the material has been
eroding for years, If these spalls were occurring at the quarries’ time of usage, this may have
been an attractive feature of the site since the spalls could have been more easily modified than
starting from scratch. This similar use pattern has been identified on sites where the artifacts
appear to have been reused or recycled from other locations.
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In addition, quaries such as those assessed in the Phase Il program can answer multiple
scientific research questions from a cultural standpoint as well. Specificaily, sites -001512 and -
001650/16687 can provide data for all the proposed research domaing excepting possibly
Gendered Behavior. As 4 brief example, quatries are essential to Setflement Paitern questions as
there- must- be a-tool source close by the habitation/village to supply the inhabitdfits® Heed for
subsistence tools. Since these quarries are considered local, we should then ask where aré the
habitation/village locations (Site Formation/Site Structure), The next logical question would be
did the inhabitants have had access to this material (Subsistence Base)? If there is more than.one
habitation/village nearby, would the quaries have been “owned” by a specific
family/clan/lineage/ete (Socio-Economic Relations)? Has the matetial been traded to other
locales and can the materials be identified within the archaeological/ethnographic record
(Chronology/Trade and Economics)? Can the material be identified within other sites in
domestic or ceremonial activitics (Ritual and Ceremonial)? The list of potential research
questions which could be answered based upon what is available at these quarry sites is endless.

Chartkoff (1995)° proposes the implementation of a nested hierarchy of research
questions that could be applied to the analysis of lithic scatters, This nested hierarchy of
research questions can also be applicd to quaity sites which, in reality, are large lithic scatters.
These five perspectives briefly include: 1) Within-Site Context; 2) The Assemblage as a Whole;
3) A Site in its Environmental Context; 4) The Site within a Cultural Context; and 5) The Site
within a Regional Context (ibid: 31-35). These patterns may assist in reinforcing trade and travel
routes as told to tribes by elders as well as assist specific identification of place names. Thus the
ChartkofT hierarchy would provide yet another source of potential information leading to a
determination of eligibility under Criterion D/4.

Finally, these sites are culturally significant to the Tribe as they provide the Tribe with
not only a connection to their past, but also with a real-time “laboratory” i1 which the Tribe can
relearn some of the ways of their ancestors. As we have discussed, there is no question that a
quarry site was a significant element in any prehistoric habitation setting because of the need to
create weapons, tools and ceremonial items. The dispersion of quartz and metavolcanic quarries
in the area is not surprising for us because the material was required for religious purposes. In
fact, the quarties in the area of the Project were counted on to support the large complexes of
Péxa’vxa (Glen Ivy), Tu’uuva (South Corona), and Qaxdalku (the span between Lake Matthews
and the Match ARB) and the Boulder Springs Complex. Thus, each quarry site holds a cultural
significance to the Tiibe.

Site P-33-081512

The LSA 12/14/07 Memo concluded that this site was not eligible under Criterion D/4 or
any other criteria because of its lack of stratigraphy, the deflationary nature of the sediments, and
the bioturbation that is present. As explained above, these reasons cannot be determining factors
for eligibility for quarry sites because the nature of the sites are such that their natural order is

* Chartkoff, Joseph L. A Nested Hierarchy of Contexts: An Approach to Defining Significance for Lithic Scatters.
Journal of California and Great Basin Anthropology Vol. 17, No.1 {1995). PP 28-40.
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deflationaty, lacks stratigraphy and provides 2 good environment for biotwbation. Moreover,
the LSA 12/14/07 Memo contradicts itself regarding this sitc by stating that, “the overall
physical integrity of site 33-001512 is. .. still generally good” (LSA 12/14/07 Memo, Pg. 3), and
that 33-001512 is “a good example for the region of prehistoric quarrying activities.....” (LSA
12/14/07 Memo, Pg. 4), and yet concludes that it is not eligible because does not have the ability
to yield further data. Further, although there are thousands of artifacts present at this site,
preliminary observations by LSA place them all within the same artifact class. The LSA
12/14/67 Memo also finds “no temporally diagnostic artifacts” or charcoal or other datable
organics for radiocarbon dating. The lack of such temporally diagnostic material has been
discussed above, and thus the Tribe does not believe that such lack is an adequate fact in making
a determination that a site is not eligible under Criterion D/4.

The Tribe believes this site is cligible under Criterion D/4 for numerous reasons,
including the fact that, as discussed above, it is culturally significant. In addition, while the LSA
12/14/07 Memo argues that this site is not unique because there are two other similar site types
nearby, the Tribe disagrees with this assessment, What the LSA 12/14/07 Memo fails to note is
that this is the largest and the best preserved of the quarries and that, of the three total quaries
within the proposed alignment, two are proposed for destruction. Moreover, as the Tribe has
already expressed, many of the quarries which previously existed within western Riverside
County have already been destroyed through development. Thus, on a regional basis, very few
such quarry sites remain making this quary even more unique.

Not only is the site itself unique, but the Tribe believes that the materials which comprise
the quarry are as well. LSA argues that the materials in all three quarries are similar. However,
the quarry that is to be preserved by an ESA, 33-001649, does not appear to contain identical
materials as 33-001512 and 33-001650/-016687 and therefore, cannot represent 33-001512 and
33-001650/-016687 if they are destroyed. According to the site record for 33-001649, the source
material is a black metasedimentary. Based upon our observations, the materials from 33-
001512 and 33-001650/-016687 consist of a light tan or gray to pink-brown with some banding
present. We would argue that trace element analysis should be conducted on these sites in order
to establish if there are any similarities and make adequate conclusions for cligibility.

Site P-33-001650/-016687

Likewise, the Tribe belicves that this site should be deemed eligible both because of its
cultural significance and because of its ability to provide information about how these quarties
were utilized by our ancestors. The Tribe therefore disagrees with the LSA 12/14/07 Memo
conclusion that this sife is not ¢ligible under Criterion D/4 or any other criteria because of
erosional factors such as deflation of the soils, bioturbation, lack of intact stratigraphy and
exfoliation of outcrops. The LSA 12/14/07 Memo also states that the site “does not appear to
have the potential to answer other important research domain questions,” “the portions
investigated do not appear to contribute an evaluation of site significance under Criterion D/4,”
and “it does not bave the ability to yield further data”, However, the Memo never explains how
these conclusions were drawn and provides no support for such conclusions, Rather, there
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appears to be support for an opposite conclusion. According to the Memo, there is depth to the
site and workshop areas were defined which could therefore have the potential for providing
additional data. As noted above, erosion cannot be the determining faclor for eligibility for
quarries as they are, by nature, located in deflationary environments.

In addition, only a small representative sample of the site was even tested. The entire site
needs to be factored in to any eligibility determination. Once again, the Tribe objects to the
piecemeal nature in which the assessment and recommendations were conducted.

B. HABITATION SITES

Habitation sites are of utmost importance to the Tribe because they are the last physical
remains of where our ancestors lived. They contain information and data that are reflective of
every aspect of tribal culture.

A major problem that the Tribe has been observing over the last few decades is the shift
in archacological practices which look at these resolirces on an individual scale, on a project-by-
project basis, This piccemeal type of assessment belies the fact that many of these sites are much
larger complexes, and thus results in evaluations of the sites as not being significant. Further,
this kind of piecemeal approach seems to be contrary to the tenants of archacology which in this
Memorandum have been said to require sites and artifacts be evaluated in their original location
and condition. Because of this approach, very little regional research had been conducied within
the Riverside County area fo connect the dots. This has resulted in the systematic destruction of
villages and habitation areas.

As with quarries, habitation areas must be looked at with a specialized set of criteria jn
order to scientifically designate a site as eligible. As previously stated, these different
components within habitation areas are often segmented; that is, recording them as individual
sites instead of recognizing them as a part of 2 whole.

Glassow (1985)* addresses the issue of how site complexes and regional complexes (i.e.
villages and habitation areas) are being divided into smaller sites for analysis, and how such
analysis misses the full meaning of the sites and results in a “write-off” or dismissal of sites
based only a partial analysis. Small sites are described as those sites which “typically have
surface areas on the order of 1,000 m?® or léss, deposits of less than 50 cm depth, only two or
three major classes of cultural remains and very few, most often fragmentary finished artifacts”
(59). He states, “...(S)ites on the smaller énd of the size range are being systematically
neglected by many archaeologists in favor of sites on the larger end of the size range. Not only
are small sites seldom investigated, but they are frequently assessed as having no appreciable
significance to research and are therefore being destroyed...”(ibid: 58). He further provides an
example of an archaeological document that determined a site to be not eligible for the register.

* Glassow, Michael A. ‘Fﬁe Si'gﬁi"ﬁcancc of Small Sites to California Archacology. Journal of California and Great
Basin Anthropology Vol 7, No,1. PP 53-66 (1985).
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The assessment stated that although the small site, which contained a lithic scatter and two
bifacial tools, contained high interity, the potential to answer research questions was limited
and thus the site was not eligible. This limited data was based only upon a survey and one
posthole test unit. With regard to this Project, the Tribe asserts that the same methodology and
resulting dismissal of sites is occurring. For example, the Draft Extended Phase I (XPI) Survey
Report states, “Of these 73 sites, 57 sifes within the direct APE contain bedrock milling without
associated surface artifacts, and all of these sites measure less than 1,000 square meters (sq m)”
(2007:8). The archacologists for this Project then proceeded to dismiss most of the sites
identified in the XPI and choose to focus only on eight (8) sites for the Phase II analysis out of
the original 57 sites within the APE. According to the Draft Extended Phase I Report, these sites
have been systematically removed from any list of concern because they did not exhibit surface
or presumably subsurface artifacts. In other words, because they are simply bedrock milling
feaiures, they are not significant. Following Glassow’s example, the archeologists for this
Project focused only on the larger sites and analyzed those in a vacuum context, looking only at
the site itself and ignoring the fact that those sites are located in huge complexes of individually
recorded sites (the sites that were originally dismissed for only being milling features). To
illustrate, the Pechanga tribe conducted our own brief review at the Eastern Information Center
on Sections 13 and 14 of the Steele Peak 7.5” quadrangle. We discovered that there are 150+
individually recorded sites within this area. This is the same area where three (3) of the larger
habitation sites subject to Phase II are located (P-33-016678, P-33-06679, P-33-016680). During
the Project archeologist’s analysis of those three (3) sites, nothing was mentioned about their
location among these huge complexes of sifes and no specific information on these site
complexes was presented to the Tribe for review or comment on — we had to obtain the
information ourselves. We understand that the Project proponents and Project archeologists have
explained that they are only obligated to review sites within the APE, However, in order to
understand the true meaning and value of the sites within the APE, it is imperative that any
analysis take into account the relationship and contribution of those sites to the bigger complex,

As stated in several consultation meetings with the Lead Agency and CalTrans, the Tribe
would like to, again, point out that scientifically assessing sites on a small-scale means the
systematic and deliberate destruction of portions of village and habitation complexes, of which
there ate an increasingly diminishing number. If this destruction continues, the only remaining
features of our villages will be small portions that have been chosen by archeologists to be
“saved” based only on a scientific assessment and valuation of the site. This sort of
methodology completely ignores the value of a site’s contribution to the entire habitation area
and the cultural importance of these villages and habitation areas. As with quarry sites, the Tribe
would like to encourage archaeologists not to just look at the number of bedrock milling sites
and conclude that because there are so many they are insignificant, Rather, the Tribe asserts that
archeologists must look at how these features relate to each other. Glassow argues, “(A) small
site and its contents gain importance as a document of a set of activities that occurred at a
specific place within a particular setting, While the same set of activities might have ocoutred at
a number of other places, it is often important to know the number of such places and variations
in their settings” (60). Large rogional projects like Mid-County Parkway are the appropriate
time for comparisons of arlifact collections to occur and to start piecing the bigger picture
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together. Trade and travel patterns can be assessed, site formation, ceremonial compatisons, and
site type comparisons can all be made. In addition, settlement patterns can be assessed, and the
list goes on. Habitation/village sites are often identified, but the next step of conduciing the
research in order to put them into context is usually not taken. This lack of context results in
destruction of the individual sites and of our cultural heritage,

In addition, by continuing to utilize this methodology, archeologists are not necessarily
saving the correct portions of the complexes and villages, but only the portions they deem fo
have scientific value. By archaeologists using this methodology, we as a society are likely
missing the most essential pieces of the puzzle and, most importantly, ignoring the cultural
value. Troe and Waugh (1982) pointed out that the Luissfio Mission Indians were resourceful
with almost an innate ability to adapt to changing circumstances, They argue that either pre-
contact or post-contact San Luis Rey Luisefio people had demonsirated a high degree of
adaptable behavior as they consolidated to form more complex systems, placing their villages in
locations that are situated near the most reliable regional waler supplies. True and Waugh
proposed that this could only ocour within a social matix capable of sustaining the mosaic of
productive, ritual, and social relationships inherent to “village” organizations, In other words,
the Luisefio people had developed a very complex sense of community and permanent
Settlement Pattern: it was embedded in their Social History, Kroeber (1925) and Heizer (1978)
also used ethnographic data to describe the Luisefio Indians’ settlement pattern as consisting of
permanent villages located in proximity to reliable sources of water and within range of a variety
of floral and faunal food resources, which were exploited from temporary camp locations
surrounding the main village. Each village of 75-200 people was occupied by one or more
patrilineal clans. Frequently, a number of communities would combine to celebrate important
festivals, harvest cycles, and other ceremonial events, occasionally inviting distant, linguistically
unrelated groups. In other words, the areas where there are numerous sites located are remains
of complex habitation sites or villages, containing all the components of our ancestor’s society.
Necessarily, all the sites are related to each other. As such, the Project archeologists for this
Project must revise the methodology to incorporate a regional and cultural analysis. To better
undesstand the Tribe’s regional view and why we believe the “piecemealing” of sites falls short
of a legally appropriate analysis, we have attached to this comment letter a confidential appendix
concerning the cultural significance of the MPC Project area to the Pechanga Tribe (Appendix
A).®> We will further explain below how comments apply to the four (4) habitation sites at issue
for this Project.

Site PP-33-16598

According to the LSA 12/14/07 Memuo, this site is a multi-use habitation site. It is also
known as the Lizard Shrine site and has already been extensively siudied in connection with a
County of Riverside project, the Villages of Lakeview, It is our understanding that only a
portion of the site will be disturbed by this Project. As a result, the Phase II excavations of
multiple trenches and units were conducted in the portion of the site within the Project ROW.

’ We request that this information be kept confidential and not be published or distributed to the public. This
information is only intended for use by the agencies processing the MCP Project application and environmental
assessment. This information must be kept confidential and may not be published or distributed to the public.
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Although culturally significant resources were uncovered during the Phase II testing, IL.SA made
the determination that, “There is no evidence within the excavations observed for midden soil or
cultural stratigraphy, and it is Jikely that all subsurface artifacts were transported into the area by
flowing water, and further displaced by extensive krotovina activity (emphasis added).” (LSA
12/14/07 Mo, Pg. 12). LSA theri went on to récommend that tlic portion of the site iesiod be
included within the overall site boundaties, but that it be determined a non-contributing element
of the overall eligibility of the site, and thus could be destroyed.

First of all, it is already agreed that this site is register eligible and that it holds a tribal
cultural significance. The entire village area is known as Pdavi by the Pechanga people (which
includes, but is not limited to, recorded archeological sites known as CA-RIV-3 93, CA-RIV-413,
CA-RIV-398 and CA-RIV-414). As this is a significant site with important cultural value, the
Pechanga Tribe has consistently taken the position thai the entire site be avoided and presetved
in place with no development activity to divectly or indirectly affect this significant sacred area,
Most recently, the Tribe took this position on the Villages of Lakeview Project. Since this MCP
Project will also impact the Pdavi site, the Tribe continues to take the same position here,

As the Tribe expected, during the Phase II work cultural items of a significant and
ceremonial nature to Pechanga were uncovered. “At least three unique artifacts were discovered
during the survey, a large granitic discoidal, a fragment of a quarlz mano, and a mano with red
pigment on it” (LSA 12/14/07 Memo, Pg. 8). 'These items are consistent with the high
significance of the site and are representative of the types of items likely to be uncovered if this
area is ever subject to development.

The Tribe asserts that this entire Site, 33-016598, including the area of the Site that is
within the Project ROW, is eligible under the National Register Criteria. LSA’s dismissal of the
significant resources that were uncovered here, just because of a lack of stratigraphy, does not
necessitate a conclusion that this site is not eligible or that this area of the site is “not a
contributing component.” The fact is, items of a significant and ceremonial natire were found in
this area and there is no basis in archeological methodology to systematically discount them in
this manner. While it may be important to note their limitations for scientific analysis, such
limitations cannot be the determining factor in deciding eligibility, and there is tio basis for
making such a determination. Moreover, there appears to be no basis for discounting the value
of the items found in order to make the determination that the atea of the site within the Project
ROW is not a contributing factor to the site as a whole. This is once again a piecemeal approach
to assessing and evaluating sites,

In fact, this site is so culturally important that the Tribe believes that destruction of any
portion of the site is a destruction of the totality of the site. The Tribe believes that all portions
are contributing components to the overall integrity of the site as demonsirated by the presence
of ceremonial items and the drawing of the site boundary to include this area. The theory that
these items have all been transferred to this area by alluvial flow is just conjecture and we have
been shown no definitive proof of such a theory. In addition, even if that theory was true, nature
cannot be used as a reason to systematically piecemeal sites so that portions can be desiroyed
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because they are not in their original context. By utilizing this theory and methodology, it would
necessarily follow that because of the passage of time and the events of mother nature, there
would never be any site that would be register eligible. There is no site in existence that remains
completely intact from its originai usage. The items were not found miles aiway ﬁom the sﬁe
know these items came from this site. For register eligibility, it does not matter that these 1tems
may not be in their original context since they are present and part of the sife.

This alluvial flow theory is just that — a theory, This theoty also neglects to take into
account any cultural explanation as to why the artifacts might be therc. For instance, our
ancestors gave accounts of a legend of a powerful paavawat, an evil serpent who lived in Mystic
Lake and terrorized the people. Even though the people lived in the area because of the resources
many stayed away from the water. The threat of the pavawut gave our ancestors a healthy
respect for an inmmediate distance from the water. As such, concentrations of resources away
from the main area may also be attributed to a culturat explanation.

In addition, there were two (2) burials of Native American human remains found in this
area during development of a different project, known as the Inland Feeder Project. This was
mentioned nowhere in the eligibility analysis or the prior archaeological documents provided to
the Tribe. Such inadvertent discoveries must be accounted for in the environmental document
for this Project because it is likely they will occur. We would hope that human remains and
other inadvertent discoveries of a similar nature would not be treated in the same manner as the
resources have been treated in this eligibility document, namely, that they will be written off
because they are in an alluvial area.

Also, since the Tribe’s position that no indirect impacts ocour to the site because of its
heightened cultural sensitivity, mitigation measures must be cteated to take such impacts into
account.

In sum, because of this utmost cultural sensitivity of Site 33-016598, the significant
cultural items that were found during the Phase II Program, and the high probability for
inadvertent discoveries of a sensitive nature, the Tribe asserts that this Site is register eligible and
that the portion of the site that is within the Project ROW be -considered part of the overall
eligible site,

Site P-33-016678 / Site P-33-016679 / Site P-33-016680

‘The LSA 12/14/07 Memo describes all three of these sites (P-33-016678, P-33-016679,
and P-33-016680) as habitation and milling sites with visible surface artifacts, including milling
features and slicks. All of the sites were recommended as ineligible for the register because of
lack of subsurface components, disturbed and deflated contexts and paucity of subsurface
artifacts. Even though items of a significant nature that did contribute to the scientific
knowledge and cultural knowledge of the site were found, LSA dismissed these items solely
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because their exact context had been compromised, ie. they were not in situ (LSA 12/14/07
Memo, Pg 13 and 16).

As explained in the “Habitation” section above, the Tribe does not believe that the
presence of disturbed and deflated contexts cai bé tised as a reason to exclude sites frofm’ register
eligibility on a wholesale basis. First of all, the Tribe believes that the analysis of these three
sites was not conducted correctly because each site was analyzed individually without regard for
the context. It is of nimost importance to point out that these three sites are located in extremely
close proximity to one another, within approximately 5000 feet of cach other. In addition, there
are more than 150 sites surtounding these three (3) sites making them part of an entire habitation
complex. Moreover, within this habitation complex several cupule boulders and a rock shelter
are present, thus changing the categorization of these sites from simple milling features to
integral portions of a village complex. The LSA 12/14/07 Memo failed to acknowledge this
context and did not faclor it into the eligibility assessment. The Tribe asserts that these three (3)
sites are all connected and related to one another and that they are part of this complex of sites
that exists within the area. As such, the Tribe viéws these sites as part of an enfire village
complex containing all of the components of a village complex, including habitation, ceremonial
usage and religious usage. This assertion is supported by the resources that exist in the area
combined with our cultural knowledge of the area and how our ancestors lived.

During Phase II excavations in the areas of the three (3) sites, items of a culturally
significant nature were recovered such as obsidian flakes, an obsidian biface fragment, a jasper
spear point, an igneous Elko point and a leaf-shaped point (possibly Pinto), a pottery sherd, a
Rosegate series projectile point, a hammerstone, and a core. Even though these resources are
without provenience, they are themselves, nevertheless, indicative of the usage and meeaning of
this area and add to the culiural and archeological meaning of the complex, furtheér allowing us to
assess seftlement patterns, subsistence base and trade patters of the entire region. For example,
the jasper spear is proof that our ancestors hunted large game on or near the immediate area and
is proof of an older village habitation area, This is a significant fact in and of itself because it
denotes subsistence patterns and provides chronological information for the area. Resources
such as these necessarily increase the significance and importance of the area it comes from
because it will give us clues to specific purpose and use of this village and of its relationship to
the nearby villages such as Boulder Spiings or the Motte Reserve area. In addition, the jasper is
considered a trade item as most jaspers come from the desert afea. This gives an entirely new
meaning fo this complex as part of a possible trade route or stop between major villages, These
sorts of occurrences cannot be ignored in an eligibility assessment of this area.

In addition, during the Phase II work Pechanga identified two definitive and at least three
other, less definife cupule boulders in this area. For some culiures, these grooves are cut away
for their dietary purposes; for others these marks define territorial boundaries, while others
demark ancesiral ceremonial-markers with cupules. One thing we can say definitively is: these
cupule boulders are located at most permanent Luisefio village-complexes throughout Riverside
and Northern San Diego Counties. Cupules, either vertical “wave-shaped” or horizontal “ridge-
back,” are found in almost all Luisefio complexes and villages. This is further proof that this
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arca is an actual village complex. As such, these sites must be analyzed as part of a village
rather than as individual segmented features. Additionally, because these cupules are less
definitive on this Rider Road-stretch where this three (3)-site complex is located, it is likely this
area may have served as the ceremonial area prior to the people moving to Motte Reserve. In
fact, near the Boulder Springs/Cajalco-Creek village complex there are vertical wave-shaped
boulders that appear to have “burned out” or have spent cupules upon them of the same manner.
[i’s a possibility cupules found within this three (3)-site complex, deemed less definitive by LSA,
are actually the ceremonial features which were abandoned for the creation of newer ones at
another village location. The Tribe has been told that because the cupule boulders are oufside of
the Project ROW, they will not be incorporated into the project data. Sie assessment cannot be
limited because of ROW boundaries. We understand that the cupule boulders themselves will
not be destroyed; however they must be utilized in the assessment of the sites that will be
impacted by the Project. To not incorporate them is fo conduct only a partial analysis of the site.
Further, by ignoring these resources, impacts such as disturbance to the integrity of the boulders
by blasting and heavy equipment vibrations will not be addressed; nor will indirect visual and
dumping impacts be handled properly.

In sum, the Tribe disagrees with L8A’s basis and conclusion regarding eligibility for
these three (3) sites. The Tribe does not agree that the presence of disturbed and deflated
contexts can be used as a reason to exclude sites from register eligibility. In fact, it seems that
this reasoning is fauity and contradictory given that the LSA indicaled in the AEP that, “These
nine sites show signs of varying degrees of disturbance, although none is sufficiently disturbed
that the loss of integrity would keep it from being considered significant (p. 33).” As such, the
Tribe asserts these three (3) sites should be re-evaluated in conjunction with the surrounding sites
to consist of one site, which is register eligible and thus deserves treatment accordingly.

Site PP-33-016685

Based upon the information provided fo the Tribe, it doesn’t appear that this site would
be register eligible; but in this case, the Tribe does not have enough information on the site and
the surrounding cultural resources to make a determination as to whether we agree with the
conclusion in the LSA 12/14/07 Memo. The Tribe has requested information and maps of the
sites in the arca from LSA, but have been told that there is no such information to provide.
Given the proximity to the larger site complex discussed above, it seems reasonable to the Tribe
that the area surrounding this site would likewise contain numerous other discounted sites. As
such, we request finther consuliation on this site to determine whether we agree with the
preliminary recommendation that this site is not register eligible.

The Pechanga Tribe looks forward to working togsther with FHWA, Cal Trans, RCTC,
the Project Archaeologist and other interested agencies towards a MCP Project alignment that

PECHANGA INDIAN RESERVATION

Temecula Band of Lulserfio Missior Indians




Pechanga Letier to the Federal Highway Administration

RE: Comments on Preliminary Reconunendations of Eligibility and Level of Effects
Jannary 25, 2008

Page 15

protects and respects the important cultural resources in the Project area and fulfills applicable
tribal consultation requirements. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.
Thank you.

Sinceiely, .

Laura Miranda
Deputy General Counsel

Cc: Cathy Bechtal, RCTC
Karen Swope, Project Archaeologist, CalTrans
Nina Delu, LSA
Carol Legard, ACHP
Dwight Dutschke, OHP
Susan Stratton, OHP
Brenda Tomaras, Tomaras & Ogas, LLP
Pechanga Cultural Resources Department
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PECHANGA INDIAN RESERVATION General Counsel

Temecula Band of Luisedic Mission Indians John L. Macarro

OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL Deputy General Counsel
Post Office Box 1477 » Temecula, CA 92693 Jantes B, Cohen
Telephone (851} 676-2768 Ext, 2138 Fax (951) 587-8162 Laura Y. Miranda
June 20, 2008

Mr. Brian Chinchilla

Project Planner

County of Riverside
Planning Department

4080 Lemon Street, 9" Floor
Riverside, CA 92505

Re: Comments of the Pechanga Tribe of Luisefio Indians Concerning the Villages of
Lakeview Draft Final Revised TVOL Report (“Mystic Paavo’s Cultural Resourees
Survey and Evaluation of the Villages of Lakeview Specific Plan, Riverside County,
California”) and Currently Proposed Mitigation Measures for Cultural Resources
Sites

Dear Mr. Chinchilla:

'The Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians (hereinafter, “the Tribe™), a federally recognized
Indian tribe and sovereign government, submits this letter conceming the above referenced
Project. The Pechanga Tribe is in receipt and has reviewed the Mystic Paavo’: Cultural
Resources Survey and Evaluation of The Villages of Lakeview Specific Plan, Riverside County,
California, revised draft final dated February 2008 (Specific Plan No. 342, General Plan
Amendment No. 720) (“Revised TVOL Report”). The Pechanga Tribe has been participating in
the archaeological survey process and tribal meetings held by the County and Developer since
the inception of the project. Further, the Tribe has previously submitted comments on the Notice
of Preparation for the Environmental Impact Report, as well as responded to the SBIS

Consultation request.

Additional comments may be submitted separately. The Pechanga Band requests that
this letter be included in the record of approval for the Project.

PECHANGA TRIBE’S CULTURAL AFFILIATION TO PROJECT AREA

The Pechanga Tiibe has a specific legal and cultural interest in this Project as the Tribe is
culturally affiliated with the geographic area, which comprises the Project property. The Tribe
has been named the Most Likely Descendent (Cal. Pub. Res. C. §5097.98) on projects in the
nearby vicinity of the proposed Project, has been the named consulting tribe on projects in the
vicinity of the proposed Project, and has specific knowledge of cultural resources and sacred
places within/near the proposed Project.
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The Pechanga Tribe asserts that the Project area is part of the Pechanga Tribe’s aboriginal
territory, as evidenced by the existence of Luisefio place names, rock art, pictographs,
petroglyphs, and an extensive Luisefio artifact record in the vicinity of the Project. In particular,
the Revised TVOL Report notes that the style of rock art found on the Project site is specifically
associated with the Luisefio Indians, in particular the San Luis Rey style. Throughout their broad
work in the archaeological field, D.L. True and the Museum of Man’s Ken Hedges extensively
described the San Luis Rey I and Il rock art style. As quoted in Smith and Freers book, True
indicated that ‘diamonds, zigzags, chevrons, straight lines found often in vertical series are
generally associated with late prehistoric and historic Luisefio populations’ (pg. 26)’.

Further evidencing the connection between the San Luis Rey rock art style and Luiseno
people are these descriptions of how the diamond chain patiern, which is uniquely San Luis style
rock art, was incorporated into the Luisefio girls® ceremony. In 1892, Bureau of Ethnology
anthropologist H. W, Ienshaw compiled information on what was called the “Girls Ceremony.”
He wrote: ‘that during the fourth new moon of the young girl’s puberty rite, diamond shaped
marks were painted vertically on the cheeks of the gitls faces’ (Smith & Freers, pg. 19). For
Pechanga, the connection to the rock art images held a known meaning, I.P. Harrington would
later cross-reference this same “face painting” information in his 1933 work entitled The Luiseno

Girls Ceremony.”

It is no accident that the diamond chain rock art design occurs in our ancestor’s discrete
east-to-west waterways and village complexes. This diamond chain paitern is repeated at CA-
RIV-61 in Mockingbird Canyon, CA-RIV-12 in south Lake Peris, CA-RIV-34 in Temescal
Canyon and CA-RIV-393 at Lizard Shrine, which are all known to be Luiseno cultural areas.
This four-sided geometric element is also echoed in preserved Luisefic basket designs, generally
from late 19" century. The presence of this element can be identified in the San Jacinto, Salt
Creek, and San Luis Rey River drainages, all located within known Luisefio territory.

Among southern California rock art aficionados, a rock art element has emerged that has
currently only been identified in the San Jacinto and Salt Creek Drainages called painted-
cupules. Author and rock art specialist Steven Freers wrote: *the association of cupules at (these)
and other sites suggests that this form of rock art may have been created as pait of the boys’
puberty ceremony’ (Smith & Freers, 7). The Village of Tdawila, CA-RIV-333, “Dead Dog site”
CA-RIV-202 near Pdyvi, and the Pdavo RIV-393 cupule-cave at “Lizard Shrine” all exhibit
painted-cupules, and are all Luiseno cultural areas. We surmise that archaeologists have
mistaken the presence of pigment within the cupules for iron oxide—which often it is not. Like
our Harrington place name research, for us it is no accident that we Luisefio continue to turn up
the clues left to us by our Ancestor’s in their places. Given what we currently know, Pechanga is
supgesting that these painted-cupules are also distinctly Luiseno.

! Smith, Gerald and Steve Freers, 1994, Fading Images: Indian Pictographs of Western Riverside County, Riverside
Zvluseum Press, Riverside, CA
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Moreover, today (in the early 21 Century), stands of the native plant jimson weed datura
metaloides, are found directly next to cach of these painted-cupule features. The jimson would
have needed to be present for the foalache (toe-law-chay), or Luiseno boys’ puberty ceremonial
drink. Ethnographic research has yet to be compiled on this interesting feature within a cultural
area, which only has been observed at Luisefio villages,

Further, even if the particular rock art is not definitively assighed to a particular time
period, it can be used to identify land usage and tribal affiliation. Hexe, the Pechanga Tribe
asserts that it is undisputed that the styles of rock art located on the Project area are specifically
and uniquely assigned to the Luiseno tribes.

As is evident from the above discussion, the Pechanga Tribe has a wealth of cultural
knowledge, supported by academic research, oral histories, songs, place names and art forms
which both establish the Pechanga Tribe’s specific connection to the Pdavo area, but also
demonstrates a long-standing Luisefio presence in the area.

The Tribe further asseris that this culturally sensitive area is affiliated specifically with
the Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians because of the Tribe’s specific cultural ties to this area
that we can further explain through continued consultations and comments. Pechanga considers
any resources located on this Project property to be Pechanga cultural resources.

PECHANGA DISPUTES THE SHOSHONEAN WEDGE THEORY AND THE
ATTRIBUTION OF THE LUGO TESTIMONY TO THE CAHUILLA

There are several statements within the Revised TVOL Report “Culiural Setting” and
“Bthnography and Ethnohistory” chapters that are inconsistent with current research being
conducted, and with which the Tribe disagrees.

Cultural Setting

Within the “Cultural Setting: Late ITolocene” section, it is noted that there may have been
an influx of Shoshonean People into the area approximately 1,500 years ago (Revised TVOL
Report, 19). “The timing of the Shoshonean incursion is unclear, and it is unknown whether it
took place as a single migtation or multiple migrations over hundreds, or possibly thousands, of
years” (Jd). The Tribe would like to point out that the “Shoshonean Wedge” theory is outdated
and cannot be supported by current linguistic research,

Current linguistic evidence shows the break up of the Proto-Uto-Aztecan groups to be
around 2,500 to 3,000 years before present. It is believed the Proto-Uto-Aztecan homeland was
somewhere in northern Mexico, western Arizona and eastern southern California® , 110t the Great
Basin as previously surmised. Takic languages, of which Luisefio is part of, are estimated to be
at least 2,500 years old. This suggests the Takic speakers moved into their present homelands

* Campbeli 1997; Hill 2001
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1,000 years before the Numic speakers were in the Great Basin. Archaeologists use the
"Shoshonean Wedge" theory fo describe the southern descending movement of the Takic
speakers info southern California; however, linguistic evidence does not support this hypothesis
and in actuality supports a northern ascension. This is also supported by our oral history which
states that the Luisefio lived in the area prior to “Shoshonean” influence or others who migrated
to the area.

Ethnohistory

Within the “Ethnography and Ethnohistory” section, the Revised TVOL Report maintains
that Vicente Lugo and his wife were both Cahuillas from Soboba {(Revised TVOL Repoit, 29).
In actuality, Vicente Lugo was a Luisefio from “old” Pala who was a fluent speaker of Luisefio.
He provided the Luisefio names of villages and points of interest on the place name trip he took
with John P. Harrington around the Soboba, San Jacinto and Hemet areas (Hatrington 3:119:431-
435), Vicente also provided other Luisefio words on several pages of notes found elsewhere in
Harrington’s collection; nowhere does he provide Cahuilla terms (reels 115, 116). He moved to
Soboba in 1891. He married Luisa Leona at Soboba. Luisa was from Soboba and spoke
Luisefio, Cahuilla, the Sertano dialect of Soboba and the Serrano dialect of Morongo (Harrington
3:115:264).

Vicente’s father, Leon Lugo, lived in the Pala valley (the old Pala village) and is buried in
Pala cemetery. He died in 1885 before the allotments were assigned. Vicente said they lived on
a “piece of land down below here (Pala} on the river bottom.” (Vicente Lugo testimony for the
Estate of Marina Lugo, Deceased “Old Pala” allottee No. 5, National Archives, Record Group
75, Pala Agency, Box 11, Folder 26828 Pala 1913). Vicente’s mother was Soledad Nolish and
she was from San Luis Rey. (Encarnaciona Lugo Ardilla testimony for the Estate of Marina
Lugo, Deceased “Old Pala” allottee No. 5, National Archives, Record Group 75, Pala Agency,
Box 11, Folder 26828 Pala 1913). Vicenie’s father’s brother {uncle) was Geronimo Lugo who
also lived in the old Pala village, One of Geronimo’s sons was Eustaquio Lugo who lived at San
Juan Capistrano for many years, but was also a fluent speaker of Luisefio. Eustaquio and his
wife were some of Harrington’s main consultants. Further, there is strong evidence that
Vicente’s great-grandfather, Pablo Lubaquish, was of a clan associated with Agnanga, a known
Luisefio area. It is important to note that the Tribe previously raised these same issues with Mr.
Lerch of SRI prior to the revisions of the archacological report.

The Pechanga Tribe believes that there is ample linguistic and archaeological evidence to
support its assertion of affiliation to the Project area. Further, it is Pechanga’s position that the
Revised TVOL Report in incorrect in implying that there is evidence to support a Cahuilla
occupation of the area, This is addressed further is the attached confidential appendix.
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TRIBAL CONSULTATION REQUIREMENTS

A. THE COUNTY MUST CONSULT WITH THE PECHANGA TRIBE
REGARDING THE PROJECT ‘

It has been the intent of the Federal Government* and the State of California® that Indian
tribes be consulted with regard to issues which impact cultaral and spiritual resources, as well as
other governmental concerns. The responsibility to consult with Indian fribes stems from the
unique government-to-govermment relationship between the United States and Indian tribes. The
United States has a unique political and legal relationship with Indian tifbal governments. In
conformance with this unique relationship, the Federal Government recognizes the sovereign
status of tribal governments and its obligation to deal with these tribal governments on a
goveirnment-to-government basis. President Bush himself reaffirmed this responsibility in both
his Executive Order 13336 and his Executive Memorandum of September 23, 2004,

The obligation to consult arises when tribal interests are affected by the actions of State
governmental agencies and departments, such as approval of General Plans or EIRs. Therefore,
in order to comply with CEQA, Section 106, and other applicable Federal and California law, it
is imperative that the County and the Developer adequately consult with the Tribe in order to
guarantee an adequate basis of knowledge for an appropriate evaluation of the effects, as well as
generating adequate ohjectives, policies and potential mitigation measures. In this case, it is
undisputed that the Project area fies within the Pechanga Tribe’s traditional territory and thus the
Tribe should continue to be consulted on the Project impacts and mitigation.

B. SECTION 106 CONSULTATION REQUIREMENTS

The requirements of Section 106 of the NHPA, set forth in 36 CFR Part 800, cleariy
requires consultation with Indian tribes, regardliess of the location of the project (36 CFR
800.2(c)). The regulations go on to state that the agency official shall ensure that consultation
provides an Indian tribe “a reasonable opportunity tfo identify its concerns about historic
properties, advise on the identification and evaluation of historic properties, including those of
{raditional religious and cultural importance, articulate its views on the undertaking’s effects on
such properties, and participate in the resolution of adverse effects.” 1d. Further, consultation
must occur early in the planning process in order to “identify and discuss relevant preservation
issues and resolve concerns about the confidentiality of information on historic properties.” Id.

It is the Tribe’s request that the Lead Agency and all agencies and consultants involved
commit to working with the Tribe to ensure it has meaningful participation in the environmental

? See Executive Memorandum of April 29, 1994 on Government-to-Government Relations with Native American
Tribat Governments; Executive Order 13175 of November 6, 2000 on Consultation and Coordination with Indian
Tribal Governments; and Executive Memorandum of September 23, 2004 on Government-to-Government
Relationship with Tribal Governments,

7 See California Public Resource Code §5097.9 et seq. and Cal. Govt. Code §§ 65351, 65352, 65352.3 and 65352.4,
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review process, which includes all archeological assessments and testing, as well as devising
appropriate mitigation. As such, Pechanga is requesting to be included in developing appropriate
mitigation for the protection of the sites within the Project. The Tribe also requests that such
mitigation takes into account the Tribe’s preferences and customs concerning treatment of

archeological/oultural resources.

COMMENTS ON REVISED TVOL ARCHEOLOGICAL REPORT

While it is the Tribe’s belief that every archaeological/cultural site is significant or
important regardless of size or component, the Tribe understands applicable cultural resources
protection laws and always strives to work together with the consultinig archaeologist and Lead
Agency to both adequately investigate and evaluate cultural resources on a project site and to
deterimine appropriate mitigation for all archaecological/culimal sites. The Tribe strives to assure
that such mitigation not only complies with applicable laws, but honors and takes into account
the Tribe’s practices and preferences for cultural resources protection.

A total of thirty-one (31) sites were identified within the Project boundaries during the
Phase I Survey; nineteen (19) of those are considered prehistoric. During the current excavation
program, eighty-four (84) trenches and eleven (11) hand units were excavated for “the purpose
of establishing the boundaries of known sites and testing for potential buried sites and site
components.” (Revised TVOL Report, pg. xix). Of these nineteen (19) sites, five (5) individual
sites were combined into one (CA-RIV-8712) and a total of five (5) sites are recommended as
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) (CA-RIV-397, -806, -1842, -4155 &

8712).

The Revised TVOL Report states that the level of research documented in this report is
that of an Extended Phase I. Although this report concludes with eligibility recommendations
(the endpoint of Phase II), and these satisfy the public reporting requirements of CEQA, the
extent of trenching and hand excavation was not sufficient to allow complete planning of Phase
ITf requirements.” (Revised TVOL Report, pg. xix). The Tribe asserts that an eligibility
conclusion cannot be determined from an Extended Phase I Program (XPI).

It was the Tribe’s understanding that the excavations conducted on the sites within the
TVOL project were solely fo determine site boundaries and presence/absence of subsurface
resources, of which the information would then be utilized to determine the probable extent of
impact by the proposed development. It appears, instead, that the excavations were used for
eligibility determination, rather than boundaries. This may have been done because tribes
requested as little disturbance as possible. However, the Tribe believes that this is a
misinterpretation of the tribes’ wishes. The Tribe is not advocating for more excavation, but
rather the appropriate type of excavation. Without this, it looks as if the XPI is an unnecessary
middle step that actually results in more disturbances to the sites than just the traditional method
of Phase II archeological testing because additional testing will now likely be necessary to
complete the assessment and/or mitigation. The Pechanga Tribe believes that the XPI phase
would not have been necessary with a precise and coordinated Phase Il Program that identified
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boundaries as well as eligibility and/or significence. Further, within the Revised TVOL Report,
eligibility determinations were provided for sites that did not have any excavations conducted
near the surface features (CA-RIV-394, -4156, -8703, -8704, -8705, -8706 and -8711). With the
production of a comprehensive Phase II plan, the extensive number of trenches and hand wnits
(95 total) could have included all impacted sites, not selected ones. It is important note that it
appears that there are several sites (RIV-8703, -8706 and -4156) within the Project boundaries
that can easily be avoided by placing them in the immediately adjacent open space areas. The
Tribe does not rccommend a Phase II Program be conducted on those sites, but that they be

preserved.

With regard to the overall cultural and archeological analysis for this Project thus far, the
Tribe disagrees with the methodology of assessing each archeological and cultural site
separately. The Tribe asserts that scientifically assessing sites on a small-scale means the
systematic and deliberate destruction of portions of village and habitation complexes, of which
there are an increasingly diminishing number. If this destruction continues, the only remaining
features of our villages will be small portions that have been chosen by archeologists to be
“saved” based only on a scientific assessment and wvaluation of the site. This sort of
methodology completely ignores the value of a site’s contribution to the entire habitation area
and the cultural importance of these villages and habitation areas.

Within the Paavo’ area, the concentrations of resources away from the main area may be
culturally defined. Our ancestors gave accounts through oral traditions of a legend of a powerful
pdavawut, an evil serpent who lived in Mystic Lake and terrorized the people. Even though the
people lived in the area because of the resources, many stayed away from the water. The threat
of the pdavenvut gave our ancestors a healthy respect for an immediate distance from the water.

Additionally, almost all of the sites recorded consist of food processing arcas that appear
to be located near water sources and at an elevation of approximately 1600 +40 feet AMSL
(excepting RIV-8711 which is at ~1760, but is immediately adjacent to a blue-line drainage).
This is more than sheer coincidence. Analyzed from a cultural and scientific viewpoint, this can
provide answers to settlement patterns, subsistence activities and/or regional interaction of the

aboriginal inhabitants,

The Tribe asserts that all the prehistoric sites included in this study are socioeconomically
and spatially related to each other and should be addressed as such; consequently resulting in a
determination of significant for all “prehistoric™ sites.

Furthermore, there were two (2) burials of Native American human remains found in this
area during development of a different project, known as the Inland Feeder Project. This was
mentioned nowhere in the Revised TVOL Repost or the prior archaeological documents provided
to the Tribe. Such inadvertent discoveries must be accounted for in the environmental document
for this Project because it is likely they will occur again, and moreover, will add to the total
significance of the cultural complex, as explained above,
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PROJECT IMPACTS TO CULTURAL RESOURCES
AND CULTURALLY APPROPRIATE MITIGATION

The Pechanga Tribe is not opposed to this development Project, The Pechanga Tribe’s-
primary concerns stem from the Project’s impacts on Native American cultural resources. The
Pechanga Tribe is concerned about both the protection of unique and irreplaccable cultural
resources, such as the Luisefio villages sites and other archaeological items which would be
displaced by ground-disturbing work on the project, and on the proper and lawful treatment of
cultural items, Native American liuman remains and sacred items Iikely o be discovered in the
course of the work., As the County is aware, the Pechanga Tribe involves itself in these matters
because its contributions and knowledge of the natural/cultural resources is not couched in the
archeological or scientific importance of the resources, but in the cultural and sociclogical
significance of the sites and places. The Pechanga Tribe contends that despite a lack of surface
artifacts, subsurface sites and artifacts may be found throughout the development of this entire
Project. As such, we request that the County take into account the Pechanga Tribe’s cultural

view of any such resources.

The Pechanga Tribe contends that the Project area contains highly significant sites which
were created by the Tribe’s ancestors. The Revised TVOL Report notes that at least five of the
sites on the Project are both NRHP and CRHR eligible. Further, according fo the Revised TVOL
Report, these sites retain integrity of location, setting, feeling and association as well as being in
sity (i.e., they had not been redeposited). (Revised TVOL Report, pgs. 238, 244.) The Tribe
disagrees with the findings of ineligibility for sites CA-RIV-4156, -8703 and -8706.

The Report indicates that fourteen {14) sites are inéligible. Of these, eight (8) will be
placed into open space (-2585, -8698, -8699, -8700, -8702, -8704, -8705 and -8711), which the
Tribe agrees with, For these sites, the Tribe does not recommend further excavations, but
requests that the sites be addressed in the overall management plan for long-term care. Three (3)
sites have been extensively disturbed (-394, -4158 and -8707), and the Tribe is in agreement with
the proposed mitigation, although it is important to note that these sites are part of the overall
prehistoric use area and should be addressed as such within the document. The Tribe objects to
the proposed recommendations for the remaining three (3) sites (RIV-8703, -8706 and -4156).
According to the Revised TVOL Report, no excavations were conducted within the boundaries
of any of these sites, yet they were deemed ineligible. According to the Conceptual Land Use
Diagram provided to the tribes, these sites are located directly adjacent to the designated Open
Space area. Therefore, the Tribe recommends that these three sites should be placed within the
Qpen Space area with an adequate buffer for preservation.

With respect to those five (§) sites found as eligible, at least three (3) of these sites will be
subject to some impact from the ground disturbing activities, Site CA-RIV-1842, accoxding to
the Revised TVOL Report (pg. 255), will likely be destroyed by grading activities. The Tribe
does not agree with this recommendation and believes that preservation and avoidance of RIV-
1842 is the best option as this site is an important component to the overall integrity of the
prehistoric use of the area and has been deemed significant per NRHP and CRHR criteria, The
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Tribe recommends that the site should be placed entirely in the proposed Open Space area with
an adequate buffer to be determined once site boundaries have been identified. According to the
Revised TVOL Report and the map on page D-9, only the western boundaries have been tested.
Thetrefore, additional testing should be proposed for the remaining sides in a wrilten plan,
produced in consultation with the Pechanga Tribe, and monitored by a representative of the
Tribe.

It is the Tribe’s understanding that site CA-RIV-397 will suffer impacts, While the
outerop containing the rock shelter and rock art will be left in open space, the recommendation is
to leave only a 25 foot buffer around the outeropping, thus subjecting any subsurface resources to
direct impacts, The Tribe recommends that the entire site should be placed within the Open
Space area, including the subsurface resources identified within trenches 25 and 26, and all other
reasonably known subsurface resources. The Revised TVOL Report indicates that the midden
extends to the west and north of the rock feature. In order to fully encompass the site, the buffer
should be extended north and west, allowing a larger buffer around this area to ensure that no
additional subsurface resources are impacted. Further, the Tribe requests that no additional
excavations occur at this site as the current level of exploration is acceptable to set the site buffer.

Finally, while a large portion of site CA-RIV-8712 will be preserved in open space,
portions of the site are slated for destruction. This is proposed despite the fact that the Revised
TVOL Report {(pg. 243) notes that the greatest potential for buried cultural materials is in the CA-
RIV-8712 area, Habitation sites are of utmost importance to the Tribe because they are the last
physical remains of where our ancestors lived. They contain mformation and data that are
reflective of every aspect of tribal culture. As this is a significant site with important cultural
value, the Pechanga Tribe has consistently taken the position that the entire site be avoided and
preserved in place with no development activity to directly or indirectly affect this significant
sacred area. Most recently, the Tribe took this same position on the Mid-County Parkway
Project. Since the TVOL Project will also impact Paavo’, the Tribe continues to fake the same
position here. In fact, this site is so culturally important that the Tribe believes that destruction of
any pottion of the site is a destruction of the totality of the site.

The Revised TVOL report indicates that excavations have occurred over much of the site
during the current project, the Mid-County Parkway and the Inland Feeder Projects (pg. 51). The
Tribe recommends that no further excavations should occur within the site boundaries, A
significant amount of scientific data and cultural artifacts have already been recovered from the
site, including the knowledge that burials are present, and additional excavations can only
destroy the site more. Further, the Revised TVOL Report indicates that a Phase II Program
would need to be implemented so that a Phase 111 Program could be conducted (pg. 7). The Tribe
disagrees and again, asserts our recommendation that the entire site should be avoided.

Additionally, while the recommendations note that the closest development to the
significant rock shelter/rock art feature, the Lizard Shrine, would be 575 feet away, the report
also notes that the toe of slope may require some grading for the purpose of ensuring proper
drainage (Revised TVOL Report, pg. 253). The Tribe will need more detailed information as to
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where and what type of grading is anticipated in order fo determine the actual impacts to the site
and an adequate buffer.

A major problem that the Tribe has been observing over the last few decades is the shift
in archaeological practices which look at these resources on an individual scale, on a project-by-
project basis. This piecemeal type of assessment belies the fact that many of these sites are much
larger complexes, and thus results in evaluations of the sites as not being significant. Because of
this approach, very litile regional research had been conducted within the Riverside County area
to connect the dots. This has resulted in the systematic destruction of villages and habitation
areas, and the Tribe, again, objects to this methodology.

As the County is aware, the Pechanga Tribe involves itsclf in these matters because iis
contributions and knowledge of the natural/cultural resources is not couched in the archeological
or scientific importance of the resources, but in the cultural and sociological significance of the
sites and places, The Pechanga Tribe contends that even if there is a lack of surface artifacts,
subsurface resources or artifacts at cerfain sites that the entire cultural complex located on the
Project area is culturally significant to the Tribe and should be deemed eligible in its entirety. As
such, we request that the County take into account the Pechanga Tribe’s cultural view of any

such resources.

The Pechanga Tribe looks forward to working together with the County, the Developer,
the Project Archacologist and other interested agencies towards a mitigation program that
balances the interests of all interested parties and fulfills applicable tribal consultation
requirements. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at (951) 676-2768,
Ext. 2137 or Anna Hoover, Cultural Analyst at (851) 308-9295, Thank you.

Sincerely,
Ty

Laura Miranda
Deputy General Counsel

Ce:  Leslie Mouriguand, Riverside County Archaeologist
Lewis Operating Corporation
Brenda Tomaras, Tomaras & Ogas, LLP
Mike Lerch, SRI
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PECHANGA CULTURAL RESOURCES s Cheprson
Temecula Band of Luisefio Mission Indians Mary Bear Mageo
Colnmillcc Meimbers:
Post Office. Box 2183 + Temecula, CA 92593 E;‘r‘;cﬁ;ﬂ‘;:and“
Telephong (951) 308-9295 « Fax (951} 506-9491 Bridoett Bareeilo Mswell

Auvrelia Marmuffo
Richard B. Scearce, HI

June 18, 2009 ,
Dircclor:
Gary DuBois
Mr. Matt Straite .

i Coordinator:
Project Planner Paul Magarro
County of Riverside TLMA/Planning Department Culural Analys:
4080 Lemon Street, 9" Floor Anna Hoover
Rwersxde, CA 92502 Ionitor Supervisor;

Jim MePherson

Re: Comments by the Pechanga Tribe of Luisefic Indians Concerning the Mystic
Paavo’ Archaeological Study Conducted for The Villages of Lakeview Drafi
Environmental Impact Report No. 471, SSH No. 2006071095, February 2009,
Specific Plan No. 342, Change of Zone No. 07055, General Plan Amendment
No. 720 & 721

Dear Mr. Straite:

This correspondence is submitted by the Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians
(hereinafter, “the Tribe”), a federally recognized Indian tribe and sovereign tribal
government, in response to the Mystic Pagvo' archaeological report prepared for the
above referenced The Villages of Lakeview Project (TVOL), as part of our continuing
consultation pursuant to applicable federal, state and local laws. The Tribe requests to
continue its consultation with the County of Riverside concerning the environmental
impacts on the Project,

The Pechanga (peh-CHONG-gah) Tribe has been the consulting tribe on several
projects in the vicinity of the proposed Project and has specific knowledge of culturally
sensitive and sacred places within and near the proposed Project. As will be
demonstrated below using linguistics, oral traditions and ethnographic accounts, the Tribe
asselts that the Project property is located within Luisefio ancestral territory and the Tribe
is cultwally affiliated with the geographic area. Additionally, within the Project and
surrounding vicinity, place names, fota yixélval (TOH-ta yi-HEL-vahi)-rock art, and an
extensive artifact record have been identified and associated with the Luisefio People. It
is because of this knowledge that the Tribe has a specific cultural and legal interest in the
TVOL project. Pechanga considers any resources located on this Project property to be
Luisefio cultural resources.

We request that this correspondence be part of the official record for the approval
of this Project,
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PECHANGA CULTURAL AFFILIATION TO THE PROJECT AREA

D. L. True, C. W. Meighan, and Harvey Crew' stated that the California
archaeologist is blessed “with the fact that the nineteenth-century Indians of the state
were direct descendents of many of the Indians recovered archaeologically, living lives
not unlike those of their ancestors.” Similarly, the Tribe knows that their ancestors lived
in this land and that the Luisefio peoples still live in their traditional lands. While we
agree that anthropological and linguistic theories as well as historic accounts are
important in determining traditional Luisefio ierritory, the Pechanga Tribe asserts that the
most critical sources of information used to define our traditional tetritories are our
songs, creation accounts and oral traditions. Luisefio history begins with the creation of
all things at ‘éxva Teméeku (EFHK-vah Te-MEH-koo), known today as Temeeula. The
first people or Kdamalam (KAH-mah-lam) were born at this location and dispersed to all
corners of creation (what is today known as Luisefio territory). The last of the Kdamalam
born was Wuydor (We-YOUGHT). e was innately gifted with ayélkwish (ah-YELL-
kwish) or knowledge, and he learned how to make the first food, téovish (TOH-vish,
white clay), to feed the Kdamalam. 1t is said Wuydot gave the people ceremonial songs
when he lived at ‘dxva Teméeku® While the following creation account is a brief
summary, it does demonstrate that the Luisefio people have knowledge of and are
affiliated with the TVOL project area.

According to the creation narratives, Huydot was poisoned, and in an attempt to
be cured, he visited several hot springs within Luisefio territory. The First People
followed Wuydor throughout the territory and he named the places as they traveled.
Upon Wuydot's death, he was taken to éxva Temdeku and cremated. Wuydot’s passing
was the first death of the Kdamalam and they were ftightened by the event. A traditional
song recounts the travels of eagle, as he searches for a place where there was no death.
His travels begin at Temecula, flying north to San Bernardino and then to the east, south,
and west through Julian, Cuyamaca, and Palomar, and returning to Temecula.” After a
Grand Council of the Kdamalam, they dispersed from ‘éxva Teméeku, establishing
villages and marking their tervitory. The first people also became the mountains, plants,
animals and heavenly bodies. Songs called Moniivol (moh-NEE-vull), speak of the places
and landmarks that were destinations of the Luisefio ancestors, several of which are
located near the Project area. They describe the exact migration route of the Temecula
people and the landmarcks made by each 1o claim title to their 1:)15:1(::35.4

" D. L. True, C. W. Meighan, and Harvey Crew. Archaeological Investigations at Molpa, San Diego
County, California, University of California Press 1974 Vol 11, 12176

% Constance DuBois [908. The Religion of the Luisefio Indians of Southern California. University of
1(.‘(1[15@711‘(; Publications in American Archaeology and Ethnology 8(3%.69-186.

* 1bid.

43101 it
Ibid; prlt6:
’ Pechanga Cultural Resources » Temecida Band of Luisefio Mission Indians
Post Office Box 2183 » Temecula, CA 92592
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PECHANGA TERRITORY BOUNDARY

The Tribe disagrees with cthnographic territory as discussed and accepted in the
Mpystic Paavo’ Report for The Villages of Lakeview Project by Statistical Research, Ine.’
(hereinafter, the Paavo’ report). The following discussion is - intended to clarify -the
Tribe's Territory determination.

To date, the Pechanga Tribe has had to contend with as many as eight different
representations of their Territorial Boundaries (Confidential Appendix 1). Many years of
internal research have resulted in the Boundary shown in blue as the preferred Boundary
recomimended by the Tribe. The Pechanga Tribe’s knowledge of our ancestral boundaries
is based on information passed down from our elders through songs and stories; published
academic works in the areas of anthropology, history and ethno-history, and through
unpublished ethnographic and linguistic field notes, Many anthropologists and historians
who have proposed boundaries of the Luisefio traditional territory have included the
project area in their descriptions (Kroeber 1925% Drucker 19397; Heizer and Whipple
1951%; Smith and Freers 1994%). With the exception of Smith and Freers, these
boundaries were determined from information provided to the ethnographers by Luisefio
consultants. The boundary determinations were based upon multiple factors inchuding
language, village locations, oral tradition, personal beliefs, etc, Smith and Freers made
their determination utilizing known rock ait sources. The Pechanga Tribe bases the
Luisefio territory boundary {as depicted in the Confidential Appendix) on descriptions
communicated to the Pechanga people by our elders in combination with the sources
indicated above, i.e. ethnographic and historic literature, published maps, ete.

CULTURAL LANDSCAPES MUST BE PROPERLY ADDRESSED AND
INFERPRETED

In addition to problematic territory boundaries as defined by ethnographers and
anthropologists, the Tribe finds the discussion in the Paavo’ report in the Cultural
Landscape Section to be just as problematic. True and Waugh (1982)'° pointed out that

3 Mystie Paave s Culinral Resources Survey and Evaluation of The Villages of Lakeview Specifie Plan,
Riverside County, California Edited by Michael K. Lerch and Amanda C, Catnon, Prepared for Nuavo
Development Corporation by Statistical Research, Inc., Redlands, California Technical Report 05-34,
December 2008, p. 22
8 Alfred. L. Kroeber 1925, Handbook of the Indians of California, Builetin 78, Bureau of American
Ethnology, Government Printing Office, Washington D.C.
? Philiip Drucker 1939. Culture Element Disteibution, V, Southern California. University of Callfornia
Publications in American Archueology and Ethnology, Vol. 1,
¥ Robert F. Heizer and M.A, Whipple 1951, The California Indians. University of California Peess,
Berkeley,
? Gerald A. Smith and Steven M. Freers 1994, Fading Images: Indian Pictographs of Western Riverside
Counly, Riverside Museum Press, Riverside, Ca.

0 True, . L. and George Waugh. Proposed Settlement Shifts during San Luis Rey Times: Northern San

Diegy Conity, Californis: Jourighgr Califoria end Greal Basin Amlgmgo!ogy 1982, 4 27:34-54.
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the Luisefio Mission Indians were resourceful with almost an innate abilily 1o adapt to
changing circumstances. They argue that either pre-contact or post-contact San Luis Rey
Luisciio people had demonstrated a high degree of adaptable behavior as they
consolidated to form more complex systems, placing their villages in locations that were
situated near the most reliable regional water supplies. True and Waugh proposed that
this could only occur within a social matrix capable of sustaining the mosaic of
productive, ritual, and social relationships inherent to *village” organizations, In other
words, the Luisefio people had developed a very complex sense of community and
permanent Settlement Pattern, it was embedded in their Social History.

Kroeber (1925) and Heizer (1978) used ethnographic data to describe the Luisefio
Indians® setilement pattern as consisting of permanent villages of 75 to 200 people
located in proximity to reliable sources of water and within range of a variety of floral
and faunal food resources, which were exploited from temporary camyp locations
surrounding the main village. It has also been suggested ethnographically that frequently,
a number of communities would combine to celebrate important festivals, harvest cycles,
and other ceremonial events, occasionally inviting distant, linguistically unrelated groups.
Expanding on Kroeber and Heizer’s general description, True and Waugh'' described
Luiseiio settlement patterus as;

The bipolar settlement pattern of the San Luis Rey was represented by
relatively permanent and stable villages (both winter and summer),
inhabited by several groups exploiting well-established territories and
resources that were defended against trespass (we follow Flannery
[1976:164] in using “villuge as a generic term for any small permanent
conumunity”), they saw this as a resull of a reasonably long process of
adaptation during which several strategic changes take place in settlement
location patterns and in procedures for collecting resources. These
strategic changes included a “trend toward the congregation of people
along the mafor (ributaries, with each tributary and its immediate
environs occupied and exploited by a family-based kin group of some kind.

Of great importance to the Luisefio people is how this would look on the
landscape. For example, during his visit to Luisefio settlements in the La Jolla region in
1901, Merriam noted that “in many cases the Indians have great masses of tuna, 10-20
feet high, about or near their adobe houses” which “are not near together but scattered
about, usually 1/8 or [/4 of a mile apart and on a cleared place surrounded by
chaparral.”'z Luisefio settlement patterns have also been described ethnographically by
Sparkman'® and Strong'? as sedentary and territorial, with the extended families residing

" Tyue and Waugh 1982, p. 35
12 Merriam, C. Hart. Studies of Caltfornia Indians. The Staff of the Department of Anthrepology of the
University of California, eds. Berkeley: University of California Press, 1955

Sparkman, Philip Stedman, The Cufivre of the Luisefio Indians. University of California Publications in
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in villages with individual living areas separated anywhere fiom % of a mile (o % a mile
apart. The proposal that a village foot print covers an expansive area, with cach family
having its own milling feature is supported by Bean when he argues that “homes were
located some distance apart to provide privacy for families, if terrain permitted.”® Bean
and Smith also suggest that “a village might occupy three to five square miles.”'® While
Oxendine’s'” dissertation is often cited when discussing late prehistoric village attributes
and locations, little has been done to expand on her definition of a village foot print. The
idea that villages could cover an expansive area is supported by drchaeological
Investigations at Molpa, San Diego County, California. Here, True et al'® suggest that
the larger outerops containing multiple milling features are community mifling areas and
that each group or family within the community had its own specific milling boulder, In
other words “each group then had its milling area and each family woman had her mortar
or group of milling elements.”” To support this claim, True et al, gives the following
example: The milling stones located at Silver Crest (Palomar Mountain State Park)
belonging to the adjacent Pauma Village were identified by Max Peters as the property of
a specific family. Each family had its own “place” and each mortar hole belonged to a
particular “lady.” “If the pattern at Molpa in protohistoric times followed that of the
adjacent Pauma Village, it is likely that these “holes” were passed down from mother to
daughter and were used until they became too deep to be functional.” ' Thus there is
support for the Tribe’s assertion that each milling feature signifies an integral portion of
the much larger village present at the site.

PECHANGA COMMENTS ON THE VILLAGES OF LAKEVIEW MYSTIC
PAAVO’ REPORT

CULTURAL SETTING: Prehistory (p 16-21)

While our Creation story maintains that the Luisefio people were created and thus
have always lived in this area, Luisefio history is not discussed until the late Holocene
section of the Paavo’ report. On pages 19 through 21, the authors move back and forth
from a discussion on what they term the ‘Shoshonean inttusion of Takic speakers’, noting
“Late Holocene cultures in southern California reflect both in situ cultural adaptations in
response to environmental changes as well as outside influences from the apparent influx
of Shoshonean (Takic-speaking) populations from the desert regions.” They then argue
“as with the eatlier periods, cultural distinctions are often blurry and based on subtle

" Strong, William D. Aboriginal Society in Southern California. University of California Publications in
American Archaeclogy and Ethnology 26, 1929

"5 Bean, Lowell J. Mukat's People: The Catwitla Indians of Southern California. University of California
Press, Berkeley, 1972, p. 71

' Bean, Lowell J. and Chatfes R. Smith. Serrano: In Handbook of North American Indians, Yolume, 8,
California, edited by Robert Heizer, Smithsonian Institution, Washington D.C., p. 43.

 Oxendine, Joan. The Luisefio Village During the Late Prehistoric Era. Ph.D. Dissertation, University of
California, Riverside, 1983

" Troe etal 1974 p. 43

P fotd 197443 ) ‘
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differences,” and eventually discussing the “ethnographic Cupan [Luisefio, Cupefio, and
Cahuilla) as representing a fairly recent Uto-Aztecan intrusion. This reference to a recent
intrusion is made after noting “that it is unclear whether it took place as a single
migration or muliiple migrations over hundreds, or possibly thousands, of years.”

Archacologists often utilize various theories to try to explain the ethnographic
history of an area. For instance, the Tribe has found it is common to use San Luis Rey I
and II as cultural adaptations which ate associated with the San Luis Rey Misston Indians
and the Numic spread and/or the Shoshonean intrusion. The Tribe would like to point out
that Shoshonean is a language within the Numic family of languages and is directly
associated with the Great Basin area of California and Nevada. The Luisefio language
belongs to the Takic family of languages and is generally associated with the southwest
and Northern Mexico, While both the Numic and Takic families of language belong to
the greater grouping of Uto-Aztecan languages they are separate and distinct families, as
are the languages in each family, As pointed out above and argued below,
misinterpretation of these associations often lead to mistepresentation of Luisefio
Territory and life ways.

In the Project area, the authors argue for desert-cultural influences during the late-
historic period represented by the San Luis Rey culture. The authors support this
argument and cite Meighan (1954) and True (1966, 1974 and 1991) stating the San Luis
Rey culture is equated with the historically known Luisefio, The San Luis Rey culture is
commmonly subdivided into two phases: San Luis Rey I (A.D. 1400 -1750) and San Luis
Rey II (A.D. 1750-1850) based on the absence or presence of ceramics, cremation urns
and rock paintings and generally associated with the Shoshonean intrusion and/or wedge
theory, The archaeological theory of the Shoshonean intrusion and/or wedge is
problematic at best as the Cupan Takic speakers do not speak Shoshonean—the
Shoshonean language is categorized as part of the Numic branch of Uto-Aztecan which is
located in the Great Basin and is considered by linguists to be younger than the Takic
languages. In addition, Sutton (2009) has suggested that the Cupan speaking people may
have arrived in this area ag early as 3000 BP. Using San Luis Rey [ and I1 to argue for a
recent intrusion of a separate Shoshonean Cultural Tradition directly contradicts the
information provided in the Paave' report as well as the original authors of these
theories.

CULTURAL SETTING: Ethnography and Ethnohistory (p 21-26)

Some of the conclusions in the Paavo’ report are based on linguistic analysis we
find to be inaccurate, as discussed within. We acknowledge the ethnographic information
for the area that includes TVOL is scarce; however there is ample evidence that suppoits
Luisefic occupancy over other fribes which will be provided in the following pages.

The use of certain ethnographic maps in the Paavo’ report is problematic,
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study or publication. For example, the map in Bean and Saubel?® (1972), which was not
referenced in the Paavo' report, clearly shows the Project area in Luisefio territory (see
Figure 1),! The map in Bean’s 1972 work™, which is almost identical to the Bean and
Saubel map, is referenced in the Paavo * report, but prefaced with a statement indicating it
was adapted from work conducted by A.L. Kroeber.® On this map, the Project area is
labeled “wibal occupancy wunclear™ However, in 1978, six years later, Bean's™
Cahuilla territory map is greatly altered from the earlier studies and extends the tribal
boundary into what was previously associated with the Luisefio. SRI also notes that “the
project area is remarkably devoid of [Cahuilla] place names.””® Upon reviewing Bean’s
1978 map, it shows Cahuilla territory extending north and west to Riverside. However
the entire area west of the San Jacinto Mountains on Bean’s 1978 map is indeed lacking
Cahuilla place names demonstrating a lack of support for Bean’s revision.®’ All the
Cahwvilla locations which exhibit names on the map are in the Cabazon Valley, east of the
Santa Rosa Mountains and east of Palomar Mountain. The places named in the northwest
region of Cahuilla territory, which the Luisefic believe to be their territory, share the
same locational names (Figure 2).
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" Figure 1: Bean 1972, front piece.

2 Bean, Lowell 1., and Katherine S. Saubel, Tenmealpakh (from the Earth): Calwilla Indian Knovledge and
Usage of Plants. Malki Miuseum Press, Banning, Califorafa, 1972
Bean and Saubel 1972, p. 8
2 Bean 1972 frontspiece
> Kroeber 1925,
24 Bean 1972
® Lowell J. Bean 1978. Calwilla. In Handbook of North American Indians, Volume, 8, California, edited
by Robert Heizer, pp. 575-587, Smithsonian Institution, Washington D.C.
* Lerch and Cannon 2008, p. 22

B 1978, 576
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Bean 1978, p. 576. Note the highlighted area was part of Luiseﬁoﬂterritory
in Bean 1972 and Bean and Saubel 1972 and is devoid of Cahuilla place
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It is noted that both of Bean’s maps created in 1972 are clearly adapted from
Kroeber™ however SRI supplements the Jack of Cahuilla place names on the Bean 1978
map with ethnographic information from Francisco Patencio’s Stories and Legends of the
Palm Springs Lt?dzam #  Several of Patencio’s siories are referenced as providing
mfozmatlon that would [ suppo;ﬂ Bean’s interpretalion that the project area is in Cahuilla
territory.”° However, upon review of Patencio’s stories, they arc accounts of the First
People and their travels, of which several appear to be part of the Cahuilla Bird Song
repertoire. The story “Some of the Early People” is about the First People who flew to
particular mountains, named them and then their descendants seftled in the Santa Rosa
Mountaing and San Telipe Valley, which is located southeast of Los Coyotes
Reservation.”? The Luisefio also have names for these mountains, but they do not claim
they are in their territory. “Esel I hut” is about a man who is traveling from the north and
passes through “Moreno country™, “Hemet Point”, and artives at a village at “the end of
the Santa Rosa range...the place of the Mo mok pechem people” where he slays the sky
animal, To quassio hot and from there he travels on to Imperial Valley.”? In the
migration story “Yellow Body, Head Man of Moreno”, it is said that he lived “in the west
side of Deep Canyon with his people, and called the place Pan ox su, which was the
name of the tribe,”; however, he seut his family to live at Santa Rosa Mountain and, as
the story goes, he went to the “desert on the other side of the mountain in which wete
settled many people, and lived there among them.” This story is similar to the
Acjachemen (Juanefio) migration account, even though the Acjachemen fterritory is a
hundred miles from the Cahuilla in the area of San Juan quistlano Their first leader left
the village of Sejat, which is in Gabrielino temtm y and is a known Gabrielino village,
and relocated to a place they named Putuitum.>® The Acjachemen today recognize Sejar
as a Gabrielino place and do not claim any ties to that area, even though their creation
story says they otiginated from that location. In other words, even though the story
speaks to traveling through a particular area, it does not mean that the tribe claims that
area as pat of iis aboriginal territory,

Furthermore, the Paave ' report also refers to other versions of Patencio’s stories
which were recotrded later with Catherine Sauvel (see also Saubel). Two in particular,
“Kimvaxmal and the Lizards™ and “Kinvaxmal and the Ydngva'am Lizards” are said to
discuss the Project arca, however, both of these stories do not prov1de any geographic
clues to pinpoint the location of the home of the ydngva 'am lizards.>® Another account
told by Sauvel entitled “Mystic Lake” is interpreted in the Pdave’ report as a description

*% Kroeber 1925,
* Patencio, Prancisco. Stories and Legends of the Palm Springs Indians, Privately Printed, Caroline S.
Snydel Palm Springs, 1943,
*® Lerch and Cannon 2008, p.22
! patencio 1943, p.33-34.
* Patencio 1943, p.35-37.
3P1tcncao 1943, p. 37-40.
i Boscana Geronimo Fr. Chinigehinich. Malki Museun: Press, 1978.

Saavel Catherine 5. and Eric Blliott. Ysil! Hégwas Waxish: A Dried Coyote's Tail. Malki Museum

Press; Barmimg; Catifonia, 2004, pp. §66=867;
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of “the study area as being within Cahuilla territory and also relates that Mystic Lake and
the Lakeview area had a Cahuilla name;” however, upon reviewing this story, Saunvel
does not state the area is Cahuilla tcmtcny, but only that the Cahuilla have a name for the
lake.3® Asnoted previously, simply naming a location in a story does not mean it is being
claimed as part of the tibe's territory. - Therefore, the stories discussed above do not
necessatily support the conclusion that the project area is Cahuilla territory as proposed
in the Pdave " report.

The Paa\fo report later states “the project area was oceupied by the Luisefio” on
Kroeber's map®’, which is then refuted with ethnographic studies conducted five decades
later by Raymond White, who concluded the Luisefic movement into Soboba and
Aguanga “occurted sometime after 1800.% However, White acknowledges that his
studies were not superior to Kroeber’s by stating: :

“The changes herein described and subscribed to with great caution cannot in any
way detract from the pioneer studies of Kroeber. Improved transportation has
permitted a beiter examination of the natural features of terrain, and some
additional critical studies of the remnants of the Luisefio have been made.
Nevertheless, none of the boundaries described can be considered hard and fast.
Kroeber himself in 1925 (p. 616) noted that the oppartunity to prepare an exact
map had passed away fifty years befme Thus no criticism can be implied; at best
only ‘corrections® can be offered.”

Also the generational difference between White and Kroeber’s consultants needs to be
considered. Kroeber, as well as Harrington, interviewed consultants that lived a full
generation before the people White intetviewed. Kroebet’s tertitory boundary
information was collected in 1903 and 1904 from consultants of various fribal
affiliations.*® Additional unpublished information about the Luiseffo eastern territory
boundary was provided by Harrington’s Diegueiio consultant Angel Quilp, who was said
to be about 100 years old in 1925, Quilp told Harrington:

“the very impf. {important] tradition he has heard that the San Luisefios were
originally in the Cahuilla Valley and that they were driven out of there by a war
with the Cahuillas, The S, Luisefios then came down by Aguanga. An. [Angel]
added that this is a tradition he has heard."

% Lerch and Cannon 2008, p. 22.

37
ibid, p. 23.
® White, Raymond C. Lulsefio Social Organization. Publications in American Archaeology and Ethnology

48(2) 9 (-194. University of California, Berkeley, 1963, p. 105.

* Ibid.

" Kroeber, A. L. Shoshonean Dialects of California. University of California Publications in American
Archaeology and Ethnology, 4(3).66-165, 1907,

" John P. Hawington 1986. The Papers of John P. Harrington In the Smithsonion Institution 1907-1957.
Micraofilin Volume 3 California/Basin, Kraus International Publications, White Plains, N.Y. This place

****** ——-~-name tripeanbe-found-omreel 119, frame 0835,
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This statement supgests Quilp heard this information from his elders who possibly lived
before or during missionization. Kroeber may have learned the same information from
his Luisefio consultants who wete of Quilp’s generation, thus drawing his Luisefio
eastern border to include Soboba and Aguanga up to San Jacinto, Tahquitz and Cahuilla
Peaks points which ate along the boundary (Figure 3).
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In addition, the village of Sovovo (now known as Soboba) is from the Luisefio
word Suvdown (Shoe-VOHwoo/Sovove), which is derived from Suvdowus (Shoe-VOH-
wuf) meaning ‘winter’.** The Cahuilla word for “winter” is tdamiva’® (TAH-me-vah).® 1f
indeed the Luisefio territory extended further east, then Sovove would have been the
winter village for the Luisefio populations [iving at the higher elevations. The Paave’
report also includes cthnographic information that suggests Soboba was originally
occupied by Serrano, thus associating the Project Area with the Serrano due fo ifs
proximity to San Jacinto. A quote included from anthropologist Herbert Harvey, which
was cited from Oxendine™, discusses the population at Soboba in the 1850’s. Harvey's
actual statement says Soboba “in the 1850’s, consisted mainly of remnant Serranos who
were the aboriginal occupants of Saboba (sic), and Cahuilla, attracted there by
employment opportunities afforded by the Rancho San Jacinto.” Since Harvey’s report
was strictly on the Luisefio, he does not elaborate on this statement or offer amy
references for this information. As such, it is unclear as to how he interpreted the
Luisefio presence.

Most of the ethnographic evidence suggests the Cahuilla moved into the areas
adjacent to the project area after European contact. Kroeber’s 1907 article “Shoshonean
Dialects of California” includes information on territory boundaries for each of the
southern California Uto-Aztecan languages. With information provided by consultants,
BIA agents, and historic accounts, he determined the Cahuilla moved into the San
Bernardino area during the 1840s-1850s.

“San Bernardino valley has been atfributed both to the Cahuilla and the Serrano.
The Indians now living in the valley are mainly Serranos, and the statements of
Indians in other parts of Southern California also give this fruitful region to the
Serrano as part of their original habitat. ...Dr, John R. Swanton of the Bureau of
American Ethnology has kindly furnished the information, supplied him by a
Serrano school girl named Morengo, on the authority of her uncle, that her people
formerly occupied San Bernardino valley and San Gorgonio pass to a point
eastward just beyond Banning, but not the San Jacinto mountains. ...Statements
made by the Yuman Mohave strengthen the probability that San Bernardino
belonged to the Serrano. San Bernardino and Colton, they say, belonged to the
Hanyuveche, the Serrano. The Hakwiche or Cahuilla were not there, The San
Bernardino mountains as far east as north or northeast of Indio belonged to the
Serrano and not to the Cahuilla. The San Jacinto mountains were Cahuilla.*s

* Eric Elliott. Luisefio Dictionary. Ph.D. Dissertation, University of California, San Diego. 1999
¥ Eric Elljott. Personal Communication, 2008,

1 Oxendine 1983 p. 16.
i Harvey, Herbert R, The Luisefio! An Analysis of Change in Patterns of Land Tenure and Soeial

Structure. In California Indians (I: Indians of California: 4 Collection of Maps on Tribal Distribution,
edited by Robert F. Helzer, pp. 97-206. Garland Publishing Inc., New York, 1974, p. 157.

1 e ber 1907, 13213 8
Pechanga Cultural Resources « Temecula Band of Luisefio Mission Indians

Post Office Box 2183 » Temecula, C4 92592

Sacred Is The Duty Trusted Unfo Owr Care And With Honor We Rise To The Need




----- *-Beary; owell: The Wamikilk Cahuilla: The Mosrerkey 33y T=1T9:

Pechanga Comment Leller to the County of Riverside

RE: Pechanga Tribe comments on the TVOL Amhacolog;tcal Report
June 18, 2009

Page 13

Kroeber also proposes the Cahuilla were “brought by the TFranciscans to the San
Bernardino mission station attached to mission San Gabriel, and this fact may be
responsible for the statements assigning this region to the Cahuilla.® Strong concurs
with Kroeber’s statement and vegified the information with one of his Mountain Cahuilla
consultants, Alec Arguello, who stated he had lived in the San Timoteo pass,

“five Mountain Cahuilla clans under the leadership of Juan Antonio, a well
known captain, were brought to the district in about the year 1846. They settled
{irst at the village of pulatana near Jurupa (Riverside), and later moved to
sahatapa in the San Timoleo canyon near El Casco. They remained there until
some time in the decade between 1850 and 1860 when the gioup was nearly
exterminated by a smallpox epidemic.**

Batrows, writing in the mid-1890°s, recorded the following information about the
Cahuilla in the San Bernardino vicinity:

“{Cahuilla] villages in the San Bernadino and San Jose valleys were broken up
thirty years or so ago, and, although they still come to the vicinity of Redlands
and Riverside in search of work, their camps in these places are no longer
permanent homes. They were driven fiom the San Timoteo canyon in the forties
by the ravages of small-pox, and the first reservation to be met now, as one rides
eastward Ehrough the pass where they once held sway, is below Banning, at
Potrero...”

Strong agreed with this statement except for the dates, they appear to be a decade off in
accordance with other historical evidence. He concludes the “occurrence of Cshuilla in
the San Bernardine region as an historic infrusion, and ehmmate them from the problem
of original ownership in the territory under discussion.™® On Strong’s Luisefio territory
map, he wrote the following comment in the area just above the northern boundary,

plobably Gabuelmo though occupied by Mountain Cahuilla in Mexican period.”
(Figure 4)*' In Bean’s study on the Wanakik (Pass Cahuilla), he found that the carliest
definitive date of a Cahuilla presence in San Bermardino is 1820.% Two of the primary
ethnographers who studied Cahuilla believe the movement of the Cahuilla into San
Bernardino occurred in the mid-1800s. Therefore, it is a [ogical conclusion that if the
Cahuilla had not moved into the San Bernardino area until historic times, they would not
have been in the Project area before that because it is much farther west and the theory
that the Project area was Cahuilla territory prior to the Luisefio presence fails.

”Kmebe; 1907, p. 133.

St:onn 1929, p. 7.

? Barrows, David P. The Ethno-botary of the Covhuilla indians of Southern Californiz. University of
Chicago Press, Chicago, 1900, p. 32-33,
503(10“_{_’,}9?9 o 7.

Strong 1929, p. 275,
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Figure 4: Strong 1929, p. 275. See note above northern boundary.

CULTURAL SETTING: Rock Art (p. 26-27)

The Paave’ report explores the ... possible indication of cultural affiliation...” by
examining the rock art, or tdoia yixélval, that are located within the Project boundaries.
While the document explores some of the available ethnographic literature regarding late
prehistoric girls® and boys® puberty ceremonies, as well as a few sources of current
archaeological documentation on site types, the information presented is conflicting and
no conclusions are presented.

Relations between fdoig yixélval and the Luisefio

For the Pechanga Tribe, fdota yixélval can consist of petvoglyphs (incised)
elements, or pictographs (painted) clements. The science of archacology tells us that
places can be desciribed through these elements. Western Riverside and Northem San
Diego Counties are home to red, black and white pigmented pictograph panels.
Archaeologists have adopted the name for these pictograph-versions, as defined by Ken
Hedges of the Museum of Man and D. L. Ttue, as the San Luis Rey style. Gerald Smith
and Steve Freers book “Fading Images™ describes this style of /dofa yixélval as being,
“Generally associated with late prehistoric and historic Luisefio populations, with
extensions into neighboring territories, This type site is the major locus of the style, on
the San Luis Rey River, San Diego County.* The San Luis Rey style incorporates

- Snvithraid-Preers 26 ]
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elements which include chevrons, zig-zags, dot patterns, sunbursts, handprinls, net/chain,
anthropomorphic (human-like) and zoomorphic (animal-like) designs.

It is no accident that the diamond chain rock art design occurs in our ancestor’s
cast-to-west waterways and village complexes.- This diamond-chain pattern-is repeated at -
CA-RIV-61 in Mockingbird Canyon, CA-RIV-12 in south Lake Petris, CA-RIV-34 in
Temescal Canyon and CA-RIV-393 at Lizard Shrine, to name a few, which are all known
to be Luiseno cultural areas. This four-sided geometric clement is also echoed in
presexved Luisefio basket designs. The presence of this element can be identified in the
San Jacinto, Salt Creek, and San Luis Rey River drainages, all located within known

Luisefio territory.

In reference to the age of the fdola yixélval, the Tribe disagrees with the proposed
200 years as referenced by Bean and Vane™. Considerations regarding the linguistic
evidence for Luisefio presence in western Riverside County is discussed above and
directly supports a much older age. Further, the report hints at *.. alternative
explanations regarding the age and cultural affiliation of the rock art...” however does not
present these explanations. Without additional information, the report does not provide a
valid argument on cultural affiliation of the rock art, The Tribe believes that the idofa
yixélval located on the property is of the San Luis Rey type which therefore directly
connects the site to the Luisefio and thus ascertaining the cultural affiliation of the site.

Puberty Ceremonies

Further evidencing the connection between the San Luis Rey rock art style and
Luisefio people are these descriptions of how the diamond chain pattern, which is
uniquely San Luis Rey style, was incorporated into the Luisefio girls’ ceremony. In
1892, Bureau of Ethnology anthropologist H.W, Henshaw compiled informationt on what
was called the “Girls Ceremony.” He wrote: ‘that during the fourth new moon of the
voung giil’s puberly rite, diamond shaped marks were painted vertically on the cheeks of
the girls faces’. We learned this through our elders and thus for Pechanga, the
connection to the /dota vixélval images holds a known meaning.

The report states that there is “...some recorded ethnographic information to
support the hypothesis that some western Riverside County pictographs were painted as
part of puberty ceremonies™® and goes on to state “Pictograph designs made by both boys
and girls during puberty ceremonies were sketched by John P. Harrington ca, 1933.”
These two sentences are conflicting because if the ceremonies were witnessed and the

4 Bean, Lowell 1., Jerry Schaefer, and Sylvia B. Vane, Archacological, Etfuiographic, and Ethnohistoric
Investigations at Tahguitz Canyon, Palm Springs, California. 1995, 2 vols. Cultural Systems Researcl,
Menlo Park, California. Submitted to Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District,
Riverside, California.

5 Smith and Freers 1994, p 19

"""""""""""" —Lerelirand Cafiiio 2008, 5 26 _
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ethnographic accounts are true, then some of the fdofa yixélval were created as a part of
the puberty ceremonies. This is not a hypothesis but fact. Grant further acknowledges
that “[wle know from ethnographic evidence that, among the Juanefio and Luisefio...such
paintings were made by young women during puberty rites.” Dubois adds: “The songs
of men and the women are different, and the men never sing the women’s songs. This
song mentions a hill to which the girl runs at the conclusion of the ceremony, when a rock

is painted."sg

Further, these ethnographic accounts show that tdola yixélval were created at
some time in direct association with Luisefio puberty ceremonies. In Strong’s description
of the Cahuilla boys’ and girls’ puberty ceremonies, it is noted that “This finished the
[puberty] ceremony, for as far as could be ascertained there was no racing ot rock
painting for either sex.™ The report makes several claims that this region was inhabited
by the Cahuilla. Based upon Strong argument, the Luisefio created the idota yixélval on
the Project. Strong also notes that the “...clans of the Mountain Cahuilla under Juan
Antonio moved fiom their mountain homes first to the vicinity of Riverside...Later their
village was moved to sahatapa in the San Timoteo canyon near El Casco. These clans
were probably moved down by the Mexicans as a guard against the Colorado river and
other raiding peoples.”® There are many other resources that indicate the Cahuilla did
not come into the area until historic times (see above for additional discussion).

Cupules

An additional type of tdota yixélval, identified by archacologists also as rock art
or petroglyphs, is known as cupules, Throughout Luisefio territory, there are certain
types of large boulders, taking the shape of mushrooms or waves, which contain
numerous small pecked and ground indentations, or cupules, According to historian

Constance DuBois®:

When the people scattered from Ekvo Temeko, Temecula, they were very
powerful, When they got to a place, they would sing a song to make water
come there, and would call that place theirs; or they would scoop out a
hollow in a rock with their hands to have that for their mark as a claim
upon the land. The different parties of people had their own marks. For
Instance, Albafias’s ancestors had theirs, and Lucario’s people had theirs,
and their own songs of Munival to tell how they traveled from Temecula,

* Grant, Campbell, 1971. Rock Art in California, In: Heizer, R. F. and M.A. Whipple, 1971. The
California Indians, A Source Boot. (p 242),

% DuBois 1961, p. 95

* Strong, William Duncan. 1929, Aboriginal Society is Southern California. University of California Press,
Berkeley, Californiz. (p 117)

 Strong 1929, p 150
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of the spots where they stopped and about the different places they
claimed.

The Pacve’ report indicates that cupules are associaled with late-prehistoric or
P p D

protohistoric village sites.. To date, we are not aware that these.features can-be-

archaeologically dated and argue that cupules are many hundreds, or possibly thousands,
of years old as attested to by our oral traditions. Further, we would like to point out that
while cupules are associated with the Nahachish story, Nahachish is not always
associated with cupules. Cupules have been identified throughout the world and contain
different meanings for each culture. To the Pechanga people, we strongly believe that
they are ceremonial and sacred, and can be tied to tertitory determinations.

Ancther fdofa yixélval clement that has emerged only curtently has been
identified in the San Jacinto and Salt Creek Drainages and are called painted-cupules.
Author and rock art specialist Steven Freers wrote: ‘the association of cupules at (these)
and other sites suggests that this form of rock art may have been created as part of the
boys’ puberty ceremony’®. The Village of Tdawila, CA-RIV-333, “Dead Dog site®, CA-
RIV-202 near Pdyvi, and the Pdavo RIV-393 cupule-cave at “Lizard Shrine”™ all exhibit
painted-cupules, and are all known Luisefio cultwal areas. We surmise that
archaeologists have mistaken the presence of pigment within the cupules for iron oxide—
which often it is not. Given what we currently know, Pechanga is suggesting that these
painted-cupules are also distinetly Luisefio.

Mazes

Additional discussion is given of one maze in Orange County and three within
Riverside County with allusions to additional mazes near to the Project. While the
purpose for incorporating the maze information is vague, it seems that it may be to make
a connection between the distribution of mazes over a wide region which accounts for
several different tribal territories, and the large distribution of tdota yixélval in the San
Luis Rey style which also purportedly ranges over several tribal territories. The Tribe
does not agree with this assumption and arve further confused as to why this topic is even
broached since the report states, “...and thus [the mazes] offers little help resolving
questions of cultural affiliation.”® While the Paavo’ report may be confused on the
subject of mazes, we believe that they are important and supportive of our oral traditions
and beliefs of the Luisefio traditional tribal areas or cultural affiliation to the region.

McCawley’s study of Gabrielino culture, used in this report, is very assumptive.“"
McCawley claims that there are three styles of tdota yixélval within the Gabrielino
territory which he indicates covers 1,500 square miles of land encompassing Los

% Smith and Freers 1994, p 7

 Lerch and Cannon 2008, p 27
o MeCawley, William, 1996. The First Angelinos: The Gabrielino Indians of Los Angeles. Malki
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Angeles, portions of San Bernardino and many of the Channel Islands. The Tribe does
not agree with this assessment and believes that most of western Riverside and northern
San Diego Counties were part of Luisefio territory with the lands directly to the west
belonging to the Juanefio (See carlicr notes and maps on Luisefio tewritory rescarch
presented elsewhere). Viewed in this respect, the mazes that McCawley discussed would
be within Luisefio territory excepting the Orange County Maze Rock which is squarely
within Juanefio territory as evidenced by ethnographic map sources. Additionally, while
the “California Rectilinear Abstract Style” and the “Abstract Polychrome Style” may be
associated with the coastal Gabrielino®, Grant only states that the “Abstract Style”, or
“California Rectilinear Abstract Style” as McCawley claborates the usage, can be
identified within “...western Riverside County...notably within Joshua Tree National
Monument where both pecked and paited techniques appear in close proximity.”®® If
any specific “style” must be referred to to categorize the mazes in western Riverside
County, Freers and Smith makes note that many of the mazes appear to be of the Rancho
Berpardo Style which was the type used in San Diego County at Luisefio sites.”’
Additionally, the categorizing of tdota yixélval into specific styles has been questioned
due to the lack of comprehensive research in southern California and also as it is
subjective 1o the visible and/or remaining features of the (dota yixélvad® which may
account for ultimate misrepresentation and mis-catagorization.

To date, the Tribe is aware of at least eight painted and incised mazes that have
been identified within an approximate 20 mile radius of TVOL Project, spanning from
five miles north of the Project, eastward to Warren Road, southward to just past the
Pechanga Reservation and northward to Murieta and Lake Elsinore. A few additional
mazes have been identified within San Diego County but our research has idenfified this
latge cluster within this portion of western Riverside County, While similar to cupule
features in that mazes are found all over the world, the importance of these tdofa yixélval
is the relationship of the features within and to the Luisefio culture and what they mean

specifically to our People.
CULTURAL SETTING: Language and Culture (p.27-32)

Jesus Jauro, who was a Gabrielino living at Soboba, provided information fo
Harrington in 1932-1933. He was reportedly a fluent speaker of Gabrielino.® According
to the 1910 census for the “San Jacinto Reservation,” Jauro and both of his parents were
born at Soboba, Jauro’s wife, Maria, and her parenis were also born at Soboba. Tribal
affiliation for the Jauro family, his wife and in-laws is unknown however; it is quite
probable that one or both of his parents were Gabrielino. Since Jauro was also exposed

 McCawley 1996, p 140

% Grant, in Heizer and Whipple 1971, p 242

 Freers and Smith 1996

® Hedges, Ken, n.d., Petroglyphs in Menifee Valley., Rock Art Papers, San Diego Museum Pajrers No. 26

Vol 7, p. 75-82.

Peehanga Culivral Resources « Temeculy Band of Luiserio Mission Indians
Post Office Box 2183 « Temecula, C4 92592

Sacred Is The Duty Frusted Unfo Our Care And With Honor We Rise To The Need




Pechanga Comment Letter to the County of Riverside

RE: Pechanga Tribe conuments on the TVOL Archaeological Report
June 18, 2009

Page 19

to the Luisefio and Cahuilla language and beliefs while living at Soboba, he must have
been influenced by their traditions and stories. In one such account, provided by Jauro to
Harrington, he states the sacved plant Toluache [Dasra wrightii] grows at Taakwic hill
near Bernasconi Spring and when it is green it is maani showoshwic, which was
identified in the repor! as being the Serrano name for Datura, however in this case, Jauro.
is providing the Luisefio word for this plant. The Serrano term is maanich and the
Gabrielino version is maanef. The phrase maani showoshwic is identified as being
Luiseifio (Eric Ellioit, personal communication 2009).

Another argument proposed in the Paavo ' report is that the “Legend of Tauguitch
and Algoot” is of Cahuilla origin. Tdalwish’s home is Lily Rock near Idyllwild which is
a border area between the Luisefio and Cahuilla and many miles from the Project.
Another Gabrielino consultant interviewed by Harrington, Jose Zalvidea, was reported to
live at San Menuel for many years but was actually from Soboba.’”® Harington’s
consultants from San Manuel also said Zalvedea lived at the San Bernardino “mission™ at
one time.”! Both men were exposed to Serrano, Cahuilla, and Luisefio stories and
referenced faakwish’s home as being in Luisefio territory.”? In fact, Zalvidea “indicated
that Toowish Puki® was not a Gabrielino name” and linguist Pam Munro identified it as a
Luisefio word meaning Taakwish’s house.”” In actuality, the word tdowish means “spirit”
or “ghost” and puki is “his house” in Luisefio and, in this case, may not be a direct
reference to tdakwish but just the house of a spirit.

As for the word {dakwish, it appears to be closer to a Luisefio origin. Several
Luisefio words are derived from the root word *takw as opposed to other Takic
languages, which include Cupefio, Cahuilla and Serrano. It is believed the Dieguefio
borrowed the Luisefio word for this supernatural being, chaawp or chaawk, Considering
tdakwish’s home is agreed upon as being on San Jacinto peak, he was known in almost
all of the southern California culiures. The name tdakwish also occurs in three other
place names in Luisefio territory; two different locations are tdakwish posdppila, meaning
'thakwish's pounding place' located at the top of Palomar mountain and the other is
located on what is now Camp Peundleton near O’Neil Lake and Sd'wlape Tdakwish
Potawwila whicl is also located near O’Neil Lake.

The Paavo’ report references the story “Legend of Tauquiich and Algoot”
claiming it ties the Cahuilla people to the Lakeview area”® Linguistically, this is
incorrect as the mere title of the story implies that it is Luisefio since “Algoot,” is the
anglicized version of the Luisefio word ‘alwut meaning ‘crow’. The word for crow in
Cahuilla is ‘alwet and in Serrano it is ‘acewe. The name of the Soboba feader is “Algoot”

" Ibid.

' Harrington 1986, Volume 3, Reel 101, fiame 416,

* McCawley, Willlam, The First Angelinos: The Gabriciino Indians af Los Angeles. Malki Museum
Press/Balfena Press Cooperative Publication, Banning, Ca., 1996, p, 49, 31, 147, 176, 205.

i McCawley 1996, p. 49.

- HLereh-and-Gannon2008; pr27-28:
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and the place referred to in the story as Lakeview is called “Algooton,” indicating the
name and the story would be Luisefio in origin,

Harrington recorded a few stories from Vicente Lugo, who was a Luisefio from
Pala but living-at Soboba. One-of these stories is included in the Paavo ' report and was
incorrectly associated with Paavo’. 1t relates the tale of a woman who is caught by a
paavawot, which was translated in the report as a “man from payve” but in actuality, it
means watex baby’ or a supernatural being that lives in any water source, not necessarily
Paavo’™ Lugo also discusses several place names in the Paavo’ vicinity, including ‘fiva
meaning ‘wooden spoon’ and wikidava, ‘to slope gently® in the Luisefio language. The
Paavo’ report concluded “Paavo’” was a Serrano place name because wihdava was
Serrano. Linguist Eric Elliott, who has studied the Luisefio, Cahuilla, and Serrano
languages, believes wikdava could be either Sertano or Luisefio in origin, however he did
not believe Paavo' was Serrano because the syllable *-vo’ does not occur anywhere in
that language. Elliott also looked at several other place names in the project area and the
San Jacinto vicinity and believes all of them to be Luisefio in origin due to the use of
double vowels and stress pafterns. There are several other place names scattered
throughout Luisefio territory that end in ‘-vo’, which, according to Elliott, is believed to
be an old place name suffix in Luisefio.

Even though the Paave’ report does not specifically designate fribal affiliation to
the project area, it implies that tvaditional stories and linguistic evidence referenced
suggest either a Cahuilla or Serrano presence. However, upon review of these sources
and an analysis of the linguistic material, these assumptions are incorrect. Linguistically,
the Luisefio have the closest cultural affiliation with the project area. There are thirteen
Luisefio place names scattered fiom Soboba to the project area, including Paave', while
there might be two Serrano names in the Soboba region. No Cahuilla place names have
been identified in this study that are within or adjacent to the project area; nor were any
locations provided by previous research (sece Bean 1972; Bean and Saubel 1972; and
Bean 1978}, Also, linguistic evidence does not concur with the argument in the Pdave’
report that the “recent™ movement of Takic speakers into southern California explains
why each of these groups has a connection to the project area, Rather, the linguistic
evidence heavily suggests a Luisefio affiliation with the Project area. In addition, the
Pdavo ' Report’s scenario does not conclusively address the cultural antiquity of the site
and the continual occupation of the project avea through what is assigned as the
archaeological periods of the San Luis Rey cultures.

Based upon the evidence provided above including linguistic data, oral traditions,
ethnohistoric and ethnographic accounts, surviving cultural features on the landscape and
archaeoclogical research, the Luisefio people believe this to be part of our traditional
homeland. We thank you for the opportunity to submit this information to the County. If

-~ prelrand Carno2008;30;
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you should have any questions or comments, please do not hesitate to contact the
Pechanga Cultural Resources Depattment at 951-308-9295, :

Sincerely,

e _—

Anna Hoover
. Cultoral Analyst

Ce: Leslie Mouriquand, RiVersidé County Archaeologist

Michael Lerch, SRI
Eastern Information Center
Laura Miranda, Pechanga Office of the General Counsel

Brenda Tomaras, Tomaras & Ogas, LLP
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Director;
Gary DuBais

July 15, 2011

Coordinator:
Pawd Macarro

Cultoral Analyst:

VIA E-MAIL and USPS Aowa Hoaver
Mt. Gary Jones i Merhenson
Native American Coordinator

California Departrnent of Transportation

District 8, Environmental Planning (MS825)

464 W. Fourth St, 6" Floor

San Bernardino, CA 92401-1400

Re: Pechanga Tribe Comments on the State Route 79 Realignment Archaeological
Evaluation Proposal, £A49400 (#0800000784)

Dear Mr. Jones:

This comment lefter is written on behalf of the Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians
(hereinafter, “the Txibe™), a federally recognized Indian tribe and sovereign government, by the

Cultural Resources Department”,

It has been the intent of the Federal Government® and the State of California® thet Indian
tribes be consulted with regard to issues which impact cultural and spiritual resources, as well as
other governmental concerns. The responsibility to consult with Indian tribes stems from the
unique government-to-government relationship between the United States and Indian tribes. This
arises when tribal interests are affected by the actions of governmental agencies and departments.
Tn this case, it is undisputed that the project lies within the Pechanga Tribe’s traditional territory.
Therefore, in order to comply with CEQA and other applicable Federal and California law, it is
imperative that Caltrans consult with the Tribe in order to guarantee an adequate basis of
knowledge for an appropriate evaluation of the Project effects, as well as generating adequate

mitigation measures,

" This document was prepared in part by Dr. Lisa Woodward, Archivist, with a Ph.I) in Native American Studies
from the University of California, Davis.

*See e.g, Executive Memorandum of April 29, 1994 on Governmeni-to-Goverament Relations with Native
American Tribal Governments, Executive Order of November 6, 2000 on Consultation and Coordination with
Indian Tribal Governments, Executive Memorandum of September 23, 2004 on Government-to-Government
Relationships with Tribal Governments, and Executive Memorandum of November 5, 2009 on Tribal Consultation.

3 See California Public Resourcs Code §5097.9 et seq.; California Government Code §§65351, 653523 and 653524
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The Tribe appreciates the opportunity to review and comment on the Archaeological
Evaluation Proposal (AEP) well ahead of the proposed field work. As you know, eatly
consultation is very. important to .the Txibe. . Addifionally, the Tribe .intends to continue
consultation with Caltrans and the FHWA on this Project to ensure that any resources identified
within the Preferred Alignment will be avoided and preserved as recommended in the CEQA.

PECHANGA CULTURAL AFFILIATION TO PROJECT AREA

The Pechanga Tribe asserts that the Project area Is part of Luisefio, and therefore the
Tribe’s, aboriginal territory as evidenced by the existence of Luisefio place names, tdofa yixélval
(tock art, pictographs, petroglyphs), and an extensive Luisefio artifact record in the vicinity of the
Project. This culturally sensitive area is affiliated with the Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians
because of the Tribe’s cultural ties to this area as well as extensive history with both this Project
and other projects within the area.

The Tribe has submitted information in previous letters and communication regarding ou
cultural affiliation with this Project and the region it is in. The following is a brief summary.
The Tribe welcomes the opportunity to meet with the Caltrans to further explain and provide
documentation concerning our specific cultural affiliation to lands within your jurisdiction if
required.

D. L. True, C. W. Meighan, and Harvey Crew” stated that the California archaeologist is
blessed “with the fact that the nineteenth-century Indians of the state were direct descendents of
many of the Indians recovered archaeologically, living lives not unlike those of their ancestors.”
Similarly, the Tribe knows that their ancestors lived in this land and that the Luisefio peoples still
live in their traditional lands. While we agree that anthropological and linguistic theories as well
as historic accounts are important in determining traditional Luisefio territory, the Pechanga
Tribe assetis that the most eritical sources of information used to define our traditional territories
are our songs, creation accounts and oral traditions. Luisefio history begins with the creation of
all things at ‘Gxva Teméeku (EHK-vah Te-MEH-koo), known today as Temecula. The first
people or Kdamalam (K AH-mah-lam) were born at this location and dispersed to all corners of
creation (what is today known as Luisefio territory). The last of the Kdamalam born was Wuyéoi
(We-YOUGHT). He was innately gifted with ayéliowish (ab-YELL-kwish) or knowledge, and he
learned how to make the {first food, tdovish (TOH-vish, white clay), to feed the Kéamalam Itis
said Wuydot gave the peopie ceremonial songs when he lived at ‘éxva Teméeky.” While the
following creation account is a brief summary, it does demonstrate that the Luisefio people have
knowledge of and are affiliated with the Project area.

4 D. L. True, C. W. Meighan, and Harvey Crew. Archacological Investigations at Molpa, San Diego County,
California, University of California Press 1974 Vol. 11, 1-176

3 Constance DuBois 1908. The Religion of the Luissfio Indians of Southern California. University of California
Publications in American Archaeology and Ethnology 8(3):69-186,
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According to the creation narratives, Wiuydot was poisoned, and in an attempt to be cured,
he visited several hot springs within Luisefio teritory. The First People followed Wupdos
throughout the territory and he named the places as they traveled, Upon Wuydot’s death, he was .
taken to éxva Teméeky and cremated. Wuydot’s passing was the first death of the Kdamalam
and they were frightened by the event. A traditional song recounts the travels of eagle, as he
searches for a place where there was no death. His travels begin at Temecula, flying north to San
Bernardino and then to the east, south, and west through Julian, Cuyamaca, and Palomar, and
returning to Temecula.® After a Grand Council of the Kdamalam, they dispersed from ‘éxva
Teméeky, establishing villages and marking their territory. The first people also became the
mountains, plants, animals and heavenly bodies. Songs called Monfivol (inoh-NEE-vull), speak
of the places and landmarks that were destinations of the Luisefio ancestors, several of which are
located near the Project area, They describe the exact migration route of the Temecula people
and the landmarks made by each to claim title to their places.’

PECHANGA TRIBE COMMENTS ON THE ARCHAEOLOGICAL
EVALUATION PROPOSAL

The Tribe has received and reviewed the Archaeological Evaluation Proposal, prepared
for the Project by Applied Earthworks® (hereinafter, the AEP). We have several concerns with
the document; specifically, regarding the ethnographic descriptions, regional evaluations and the
process for human remains should they be identified within the selected preferred alignment.

The AEP Lacks Adequate Supporting Evidence for its Asserition that the Project Lies
within Cahuifla Territory

Section 2.3 Ethnography

The Tribe disagrees that the Project area lies within the Cahuilla territory as discussed in
the AEP. To date, the Pechanga Tribe has had to contend with as many as eight different
representations of their Territorial Boundaties (Confidential Appendix 1). Many years of internal
research have resulted in the Boundary shown in blue as the preferted Boundary recommended
by the Tribe. The Pechanga Tribe’s knowledge of our ancestral boundaries is based on
information passed down from our elders through songs and stoties; published academic works
in the areas of anthropology, history and ethno-history, and through unpublished ethnographic
and linguistic field notes. Many anthropologists and historians who have proposed boundaries of

§ Ibid,

7Ibid, p.110.

8 Draft Archaeological Evaluation Proposal: 28 Archaeological Sites in Southern San Jacinto Valley. Realign State
Route 79 Realignment Project; Domenigoni Parkway to Gilman Springs Road in the Cities of Hemet and San
Jacinto and the County of Riverside, Riverside County, California, Disirict 8-RIv-79-KP R25.4/R54.4 (PM
R15.78/R33.8) PN 0800000784/EA49400. Prepared by Applied Earthworks. May 2011
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the Luiscfio traditional territory have included the project area in their descriptions (Krosber
1925% Drucker 1939'%; Heizer and Whipple 1951'; Smith and Freers 1994%). With the
exception of Smith and Freers, these boundaties were determined from information provided to
the ethnographers by Luisefic consultants. The boundary determinations were based upon
multiple factors including language, village locations, oral tradition, personal beliefs, ete. Smith
and Freers made their determination utilizing known rock art sources. The Pechanga Tribe bases
the Luisefio territory boundary (as depicted in the Confidential Appendix) on descriptions
communicated to the Pechanga people by our elders in combination with the sources indicated
above, i.e. ethnographic and historic literature, published maps, etc.

While our Creation story maintains that the Luisefio people were created and thus have
always lived in this area, the AEP states that the “Project study area lies within the fraditional
territory of the Cahuilla Native American cultural group.”™ The Tribe argues that there is ample
evidence that supports continuous Luisefio occupancy over other tribes which will be provided in
the following pages.

The use of specific ethnographic maps in the AEP without an adequate discussion of the
alfernative theories is problematic, especially in a case such as this where the Tribe has presented
additional information regarding its assettion that the Project Area falls within Luisefio rather
than Cahuilla territory. It is fairly common knowledge that ethnographers often change their
tribal ferritory boundaries for each new study or publication based upon who their informants
arefwere. In the instance of this AEP, the authors extensively use Bean or Bean and Vane as
references for the Project being traditionally Cahuilla territory without providing adequate
justification for why these works were chosen over other equally reliable works that may have
disagreed with the conclusions in these reports. It is important in any academic or scientific
analysis to provide all information and adequately explain why one view was chosen over
another,

For instance, the authors did not reference other maps for comparative analysis. For
example, the map in Bean and Saubel™ (1972), which was not referenced in the AEP, cIearIg'
shows the Project area in Luisefio territory (see Figure 1).” The map in Bean’s 1972 work'®,
which is almost identical to the Bean and Saubel map, is also not referenced in the AEP.

¥ Alfred. L. Kroeber 1925, Handbook of the Indians of California. Bulletin 78, Bureau of American Ethnology,
Government Printing Office, Washington D.C,

1 phillip Drucker 1939, Culture Element Distribution, V, Southern California. University of California Publications
in American Archaeology and Ethnology, Vol, 1,

"' Robert F. Heizer and M.A. Whipple 1951. The California Indians. University of California Press, Berkeley.

2 Gerald A. Smith and Steven M. Freers 1994. Fading fmages: Indian Pictographs of Western Riverside County.
Riverside Museum Press, Riverside, Ca.

1 AEP Section 2.3 Ethnography, page 2-4

* Bean, Lowell J., and Katherine 8. Saubel, Temalpakh (Fom the Earth): Catnilla Indian Knowledge and Usage of

Plants. Malki Museum Press, Banning, California, 1972
1% Bean and Saubel 1972, p, 8
1 Bean 1972 frontspiece

Pechanga Cultural Resources + Temecula Band of Luiseiio Mission Indians
Post Office Box 2183 « Temecule, CA 92592

Sacred Is The Duty Tiusted Unto Our Care And With Honor We Rise To The Need




Pechanga Comment Letter to the California Department of Transportation

Re: Pechanga Tribe Comments on the AEP for the SR79 Realignment, EA49400
July 15,2011

Page 5

However, in 1978, six years later, Bean’s'’ Cahuilla territory map, which is the only source of
territory information provided in the AEP, has been greatly altered from the earlier studies and
extends the tribal boundary into what was previously associated with the Luisefio — without
explanation. Upon reviewing Bean’s 1978 map; it shows Cahuilla territory extending north and
west fo Riverside. However it is important to note that the entire area west of the San Jacinto
Mountains on Bean’s 1978 map is lacking Cahuilla place names, demonstrating a lack of support
for Bean’s revision.'® All the Cahuilla locations which exhibit names on the map are in the
Cabazon Valley, east of the Santa Rosa Mountains and east of Palomar Mountain, The places
named in the northwest region of Cahuilla territory, which the Luisefio believe to be their
territory, share the same locational names (Figure 2). It should be noted that both of Bean’s
maps created in 1972 are clearly adapted from Kroeber, who places the Project site squarely
within Luiseffo territory.”® Further, Bean uses informants that are nearly a half-century younger
than, for instance, Kroeber’s informants whe would be assumed to have had more accurate

knowledge of the territories.

Figure 1: Bean 1972, front piece.

17 owell J. Bean 1978, Cahuilla. In Handbook of North American Indians, Volume, 8, California, edited by Robert
Heizer, pp. 575-587, Smithsonian Institution, Washington D.C.

% Bean 1978, p. 576

¥ Kroeber 1925.
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:
Figure 2: Bean and Saubel, 1972, p. 8, Note on both of these maps, Luisefio
territory is much larger than depicted on the Luiseno and Cahuilla map in
Bean 1978.

R :

Bean 1978, p 576, Note the highlighted area was part of Luisefio térritory in
Bean 1972 and Bean and Saubel 1972 and is devoid of Cahuilla place names.
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The lack of Cahuilla place names on the Bean 1978 map is often disregarded;
ethnographic information from Francisco Patencio’s Stories and Legends of the Palm Springs
Indians® is generally used to provide information that would support Bean’s and the AEP
authors interpretation that the Project area is in Cahuilla territory.?!  However, review of
Patencio’s stories show that they are accounts of the First People and their travels, of which
several appear to be part of the Cahuilla Bird Song repertoire. The story “Some of the Early
People” is about the First Peaple who flew to particular mountains, named them and then their
descendants settled in the Santa Rosa Mountains and San Felipe Valley, which is locaied
southeast of Los Coyotes Reservation.”? The Luisefio also have names for these mountains, but
they do not clajm they are in their territory. “Esel I hut” is about a man who is traveling from the
north and passes through “Moreno country”, “Hemet Point”, and arrives at a village at “the end
of the Santa Rosa range...the place of the Mo moh pechem people” where he slays the sky
animal, To quassto hot and from there he travels on to Imperial Valley.z“"

In the migration story “Yellow Body, Head Man of Morena”, it is said that he lived “in
the west side of Deep Canyon with his people, and called the place Pan ox su, which was the
name of the tribe,”; however, he sent his family to live at Santa Rosa Mountain and, as the story
goes, he went to the “desert on the other side of the mountain in which were settled many people,
and lived there among them.”®® This story is similar to the Acjachemen (Juanefio) migration
aceount, even though the Acjachemen territory is a hundred miles from the Cahuilla in the area
of San Juan Capistrano. Their first Jeader left the village of Sefat, which is in Gabrielino
territory and is a known Gabrielino viilage, and relocated to a place they named Putitum.® The
Acjachemen today recognize Sejat as a Gabrielino place and do not claim any ties to that area,
even though their creation story says they originated from that location. In other words, even
though the story speaks to traveling through a particular area, it does not mean that the tribe
claims that area as part of its aboriginal territory. Simply naming a location in a story does not
mean it is being claimed as part of the fribe’s temritory.

Evidence Supportine Pechanga’s Assertion of Tervitory Affiliation

The Eastside Reservoir Project report states the Domenigoni and Diamond valleys “lie
within the traditional territory of the Cahuilia near the boundary with the Luisefio...” (Lowell

2 patencio, Francisco. Stories and Legends of the Palm Springs Indians, Privately Printed, Caroline 8. Snyder, Palm
Springs, 1943.

21y erch and Cannon 2008, p. 22,

2 patencio 1943, p.33-34.

* patencio 1943, p.35-37.

* patencio 1943, p. 37-40,

2% Boseana, Geronimo Fr. Chinigchinich. Malki Museum Press, 1978,
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Bean, personal communication 1992, as cited in MWD report, Vol IV Synthesis of Findings,
2001).% The report goes on to state:

“Mission San Gabriel, the mission that would eventually have the most direct impact on
the native inhabitants of the Fastside Reservoir Project study area, was established in
1771, .. Research into the baptismal and other records of Mission San Gabriel indicates
that the native peoples who occupied and used the Eastside Reservoir Project study area
during the late 1700s and early 1800s spoke the Cahuilla language and were associated
with & community known as Junalmonat, centered near Winchester, immediately north of
the Project area (Bean and Vane 2001: MS-1; as cited in MWD report, pg. 593)

Although there are San Gabriel baptismal entries for the village of Juralmonai, there is
ethnographic evidence that supports the Project area, including Diamond Valley Lake, as being
within the traditional boundaties of the Luisefio®’.

Contrary fo what is quoted above, San Gabriel Mission did not have the most direct
impact on the native inhabitants, Rancho San Jacinto was established under the jurisdiction of
San Luis Rey Mission. This rancho was established to raise caitle for San Luis Rey and is listed
in an 1821 report as a holding of the mission (Englehardt 1921: 45, 52, 98, 120, 122-123)% The
people living adjacent to and within the Rancho were subjects of the San Luis Rey Mission.
However, both arguments do not explain the language the people of this village spoke. Being
under the jerisdiction of San Luis Rey, the people would be considered “Luisefio”; however,
Bean suggests they were Cahuilla, based on furmoil created with European contact and the
establishment of the missions.

Ethnographic data collected by John P. Harrington suggest the Project area is within the
ancestral boundaries of the Luisefio. An interview conducted with Vicente and Luisa Lugo of
Soboba on July 12, 1934, resulted in the creation of a map of the Hemet / San Jacinto valley.
Vicente Lugo was a Luisefio from “old™ Pala who was a fluent speaker of Luisefio. He moved fo
Soboba in 1891. He married Luisa Leona, from Soboba, who spoke Luisefio, Cahuilla, the
Serrano dialect of Soboba and the Serrano dialect of Morongo.” Vicente provided the Luisefio
names of villages and points of interest on the place name trip he took with John P. Harrington
around the Soboba, San Jacinto and Hemet areas.®® The map created on this trip includes the

% Metropolitan Water District of Southern California. Eastside Reservoir Project, Final Report of Archaeological
Investigations, Volume 1V: Synthesis of Findings, 2001.

7 The village name Junalmonat, as identified by Bean in the Eastside Reservoir Project report, was identified from
the San Gabriel Mission, baptismal records. Upon further review of these records, thirteen people were identified as
being from this village and they were all baptized on the same day, January 24, 1812.

2 Englehardt, Fr. Zephyrin. San Luis Rey Mission, James H. Barry Company, San Francisce, 1921.

2 john P. Harrington, The Field notes of John P. Harrington at the Smithsonian Institution, Volume 3, Southern
California and Basin, Kraus International, microfilm edition reel 115, frame 264.

* Harrington reel 119, frames 431-435.
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entry: “Winchester = hundlmo.”! In 1937, Lugo was interviewed by Adam Castillo who also
resided at Soboba and was assisting Harrington with aluminem disk sound recordings. Lugo
again named places in the greater Hemet / San Jacinto valley and stated after providing several
names: “And that town over there, what is it called? Winchester, isn’t it. That (hill) that rises
over there is known as Hundalmo, the one which looks down.” He goes on to explain a feature
near the hill that is part of the Luisefio Creation Account in which the Chéexayam (Cheh-xhay-
yam), the Seven Sisters, ascended into the sky by climbing a rope that was let down for them
called wdanawut (WA A-na-woot, the Milky Way).® This is described in greater detail below.

According to linguistic information, the place Hundalmo falls within Luisefio territory.
The name itself is clearly a Luisefio word as evidenced by its morphology. The root word,
Hundan means "lift" in Luisefio. Identifying Luisefio lingistic markers correspond to the root
wotd. Also, the stress location of words in Luisefio is on the second syllable whereas in
Cahuilla, stress is always on the first syllable. Not only does the linguistic analysis of the place
name Hunaalmo illustrate it is a Luisefio place, but so does tribal cosmology for the area.
Chéexayam Pomwdppivo (Cheh-xhay-yam Pom-WHAP-pee-voo) is located within Hundalmo
and is tied directly to the Luisefio Creation story, thereby solidly marking this area as Luisefio.**

Tn contrast to the lack of any supportive information in the AEP for the authors’ assertion
of territory boundaries, the Tribe has previously provided extensive information supporting its
position regarding such boundaries, and provides the following discussion as farther proof.
Kroeber’s territory boundary information was collected in 1903 and 1904 from consultants of
various tribal affiliations.”® Additional unpublished information about the Luisefio eastern
tertitory boundary was provided by Hamington’s Dicguefio consultant Angel Quilp, who was
said to be about 100 years old in 1925. Quilp told Harrington:

“the very impt. [important] tradition he has heard that the San Luisefios were originally in
the Cahuilla Valley and that they were driven out of there by a war with the Cahuillas.
The S. Luisefios then came down by Aguanga. An. [Angel] added that this is a tradition
he has heard.”®

This statement suggests Quilp heard this information from his elders who possibly lived before
or during missionization, Kroeber may have learned the same information from his Luisefio
consultants who were of Quilp’s generation, thus drawing his Luisefio eastern border to include

3 Harrington reel 119, frame 431,
:z Jo}:in P. Harrington Collection, Sound Recordings housed at the Smithsonian Institution. Recording 1532.
ibi
* Elliott, Eric. Luisefio dictionary revised edition; in prep
% Kroeber, A. L. Shoshonean Dialects of California. University of California Publications in American
Archaeclogy and Ethnology, 4(3):66-165, 1907.
3 John P. Harrington 1986. The Papers of John P. Harrington in the Smithsonian Institution 1907-1957. Micrafilm
Volume 3 California/Basin. Kraus International Publications, White Plains, N.Y. This place name trip can be found

on reel 119, frame (083.
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Soboba and Aguanga up to San Jacinto, Tahquitz and Cahuilla Peaks points which are along the
boundary (Figure 3).
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and eastern Luisefio territory boundaries.

Most of the ethnographic evidence available suggests the Cahuilla moved into the areas
adjacent to, and by association in to, the project area after European contact. Kroeber’s 1907
article “Shoshonean Dialects of California” includes information on tertitory boundaries for each
of the southern California Uto-Aztecan languages. With information provided by consultants,
BIA agents, and historic accounts, he determined the Cahuilla moved into the San Bernardino
area during the 1840s-1850s,

“San Bernardino valley has been atiributed both to the Cahuilla and the Serrano. The
Indians now living in the valley are mainly Serranos, and the statements of Indians in
other parts of Southern California also give this fruitful region to the Serrano as part of
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their original habitat. ...Dr. John R. Swanton of the Bureau of American Ethnology has
kindly furnished the information, supplied him by a Serrano school girl named Morengo,
on the authority of her uncle, that her people formerly occupied San Bernardino valley
and San Gorgonio pass {0 a point eastward just beyond Banning, but not the San Jacinto
mountains. ...Statements made by the Yuman Mohave strengthen the probability that San
Bemardino belonged to the Serrano. San Bernardino and Colton, they say, belonged to
the Hanyuveche, the Serrano. The Hakwiche or Cahuilla were mot there. The San
Bernardino mountains as far east as north or northeast of Indio belonged to the Serrano
and not to the Cahuilfa. The San Jacinto mountains were Cahuilla.”’

Kroeber also proposes the Cahuilla were “brought by the Franciscans to the San
Bernardino mission station attached to mission San Gabriel, and this facl may be responsible for
the statements assigning this region to the Cahuilla.”®® Strong concurs with Kroeber’s statement
and verified the information with one of his Mountain Cahuilla consultants, Alec Arguello, who
stated he had lived in the San Timoteo pass.

“five Mountain Cahuilla clans under the leadership of Juan Antonio, a well known
captain, were brought to the district in about the year 1846. They seftled first at the
village of pulatana near Jurupa (Riverside), and later moved to sahatapa in the San
Timoteo canyon near El Casco. They remained there until some time in the decade
between 1850 and 1860 when the group was nearly exierminated by a smallpox
epidemic.”*

Barrows, writing in the mid-1890’s, recorded the following information about the Cahuilla in the
San Bernardino vicinity:

“[Cahuilla] villages in the San Bermnadino and San Jose valleys were broken up thirty
years or S0 ago, and, although they still come to the vicinity of Redlands and Riverside in
search of work, their camps in these places are no longer permanent homes. They were
driven from the San Timoteo canyon in the forties by the ravages of small-pox, and the
first reservation to be met now, as one rides eastward through the pass where they once
held sway, is below Banning, at Potrero,. "

Strong agreed with this statement in principle. He concludes the “occurrence of Cahuilla
in the San Bernardino region as an historic intrusion, and eliminate them from the problem of
original ownership in the territory under discussion”' On Strong’s Luisefio territory map, he
wrote the following comment in the area just above the northern boundary, “probably

37 Kroeber 1907, p. 132-133.

% Kroeber 1907, p. 133

* Strong 1929, p. 7.

1 Barrows, David P. The Ethno-botany of the Coakuilla Indians of Southern California, University of Chicago
Press, Chicago, 1900, p. 32-33.

1 Strong 1929, p. 7.
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Gabrielino, though occupied by Mountain Cahuilla in Mexican period.” (Figure A% In Bean’s
study on the Wanakik (Pass Cahuilla), he found that the earliest definitive date of a Cahuilla
presence in San Bernardino is 1820.% Two of the primary ethnographers who studied Cahuilla
believe the movement of the Cahuilla into San Bernardino occurred in the mid-1800s.
Therefore, it is a logical conclusion that if the Cahuilla had not moved into the San Bernardino
atea until historic times, they would not have been in the Project area before that because it is
much farther west and the theory that the Project area was Cahuilla territory prior to the Luisefio

presence fails.

T8
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Figure 4: Strong 1929, p. 275. See note above northern boundary,

Section 2.5.3 Historic Context of the Project Study Area

The Tribe is concerned that sheep herding is not addressed in the AEP. Sheep herding
and shearing was a prominent activity in this region during the latter half of the 1800’s and into
the early 1900’s. Several of Harxington’s Luisefio consultants worked in the Winchester area
and Pechanga elders recollect their parents and grandparents working as shepherds and shearers
in this vicinity.*® There is cvidence of one of these sheep camps adjacent to the project area. A
sheep corral is depicted and named on the 1880 plat map for Township 5 south, Range 2 west,
sections 33 and 34. However, the site records for this location do not reflect this particular
activity and upon review of CA-RIV-1418/H, “a granite fence” was documented, but according
to the recording archaeclogist, its use was unknown. The Historical Resources Evaluation

2 Strong 1929, p. 275.
% Bean, Lowell, The Wanakik Cahuilla, The Masterkey 34(3):111-119,
# Vincent Ibanez, 1989. Interview conducted by Lowell Bean for the Diamond Valley reservoir project.
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Report (HRER)* produced for the SR79 Widening Project further documents the fence as
potentially related to the sheep use in the area based upon several criteria however, it is
determined to be not eligible for the National Regaster of Hlstoric Places (NRHP) because it is
similar to other rock walls in the area.

Section 3.3.1 Research Confext for Prehistoric Sifes

The Tribe recomumends that the same goals and research methods that are suggested for
use in Section 3.3.2.1 for historic archaeological sites also be utilized for prehistoric sites. More
specifically, as the Ttibe has argued in our past comment letters, the prehistoric sites that have
been identified within the APE should all be evaluated in a landscape approach. The Tribe
knows that the southern portion of the Projeet goes through a large village complex known as
Séovamay (SHOW-vah-my: additional information on this Complex below) and we are very
concerned that individual sites being evaluated separately will result in total destruction of this
area. We agree that “Many of these sites would not be considered significant if evaluated
separately...”™ and we urge Caltrans and Applied Earthworks to evaluate the area as a whole.

Section 3.4.3 Field Methods

The Tribe believes that the Code of Federal Regulation (CFR) provided in the repot as
support for the report analyzing each site’s components individually does not necessarily provide
such support. 36 CFR 60.4(d) states “...(d) that have yielded, or may be likely to yield,
information important in prehistory or history.” First, part d is only one portion of the overall
criteria and does not specifically speak to how the information should be viewed or evaluated.
By utilizing a restrictive view of this regulation, the Tribe believes that the archaeological
consultants have already relegated their identification of individual sites to an informational basis
only rather than looking to whether a site or area might fit within one of the other criteria.
Secondly, the National Register criteria in itself does not “...define the sites® significant
qualities.” Rather, it is important to not presume that only one of the National Register criteria is
applicable to archaeological sites prior to making an eligibility determination. As pointed out,
the specific criteria noted in the AEP tends to allow the archaeological consultants to argue for
the segregation and separation of archaeologmal resources rather than evaluating the eligibility of
an area according fo the regional context.”’  While the Tribe understands that each ‘site’ has its
own specific characteristics, the bigger and more important aspect of significance evaluation is
how the sites fit together on the landscape. That is, how they relate to one another and what
they, as a whole, can show us about our past Luisefio ancestral lifeways.

S Historical Resonrces Evaluation Report: Widen State Route 79 between Thompson Road and Domenigoni
Parkaway in the County of Riverside, California. District 8-RIV-79-KP R13.5/R25.6 {PM R8,4/R15.8) EA 08-
464600, Caltrans, December 2003,

4 AEP page 3-10
7 Inten estmgly, the AEP states in munerous locations that an analysis of the regional context will be made at a later
date. This is contrary to adequate scientific practice in which all information must be taken into account when

evaluating and assessing a resource.
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Section 3.4.3.4 Defining the Extent of Subsurface Deposits

The Tribe has two primary concemns with this section. First, the sentence “All
archaeological materials recovered would be collected for analysis” does not include the real
possibility that sacred and/or ceremonial items may be uncovered. The Tribe recommends that
in the event that sacred/ceremonial items are identified, in consultation with the Tribe, these
jtems will be repatriated immediately to the Tribe. Any documentation of such types of
resources will be allowed per recommendation of the Tribe.

Secondly, the Tribe would suggest that the use of shovel probes (SHPs) be replaced by
small one meter by one-half (1x1/2) meter units. The use of SHPs reveals very little to the
observer. These holes are limited in size and depth and unless they are specifically centered over
a known subsurface deposit, are almost useless in their function. The Tribe argues that a few
well-placed 1x1/2 units will provide a better stratigraphic profile, better depth analysis and
overall better idea of what is subsurface in an area. They are also relatively quicker to excavate
than a full unit, which is often more time consuming and invasive than a Phase II fest requires.
Anger borings can also be utilized in the bottom of 1x1/2 units more effectively.

Section 3.4.4.24nalyrical Procedures — Special Studies

The Tribe recormumends that if any additional studies such as those listed within the
Special Studies Section ate proposed to occur, consultation with the Tribe should occur priot to
submission for evaluation.

Section 3.4.5 Regional Settlement Patterns Analysis

It is our understanding that there are 28 sites located within all APE alternatives. It is
further understood that no sites to date have been evaluated. The Tribe appreciates that Caltrans
and the Project archaeologist will be conducting a more formal regional analysis of the Project
area. We highly recommend that this analysis assist with significance determination. Habitation
sites are of utmost importance fo the Tribe because they are the last physical remains of where
the ancestors lived, They contain information and data that are reflective of every aspect of
tribal culture, including bedrock milling features which were their kiichens.

A major probler that the Tribe has been observing over the last few decades is the shift
in archaeological practices which look at these tesources on an individual scale, on a project-by-
project basis. This piecemeal type of assessment belies the fact that many of these sites are much
larger complexes, and thus results in evaluations of the sites as not being significant. Because of
this approach, very little regional rescarch had been conducted within the Riverside County area
to connect the dots. This has resulted in the systematic destraction of villages and habifation

areas.
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We have previously submitted portions of the below information in our other comment
letters in order to provide information with which to allow an assessment of the regional context;
however, we have included this information again for the record. The Project APE is located
within a highly sensitive and culturally significant area of Luisefio territory. Within the Luisefio
Creation Story, the last of the Kdamalam born was Wuydo: (We-YOUT). When he was
poisoned and died, his passing was the first death of the Kdamalam. Death did not exist before
this time. Wupdot’s death frightened the Kdamalam. There ave several songs and stories related
1o this event. It is said that several of the Kdamalam went up into the sky and became stars in an
attempt to escape death.*® The named stars are believed to have been the chiefs among the
Kdamalam and their relatives and supporters are now the unnamed stars grouped around them.

The story of Chéexayam (Cheh-xhay-yam), the Seven Sisters, recounts how they
ascended into the sky by climbing a rope that was let down for them called waanawut (WA A-na-
woot, the Milky Way). These stars are known today as the Pleiades. The Chdexqyam were
married to Teukut (TOO-koot, Wildeat) who would provide for them by descending wdanawut to
hunt on the land. While Twukut was away, ‘and’ (ah-NOH, Coyote) would spy on the
Chéexayam. He envied Tiukut and wished he could be him. One day while Tdukur was
drinking at a pond, ‘and’ killed and skinned him. ‘and’ wore Ttukur’s skin in an attempt to trick
the Chéexayam into believing he was their husband, He was successful for a while but the
youngest star became suspiciovs. She finally convinced her sisters he was not their husband.
The next time ‘and’ left, the sisters decided they would not let him return. As he was climbing
back up, the sisters cut wdanawut and ‘and’ fell backwards. ‘and’can still be seen following the
Chéexayam; he is the star that trails them.? 0

The place where the Chéexayam lived before ascending info the sky is called Chéexayam
Pomwdppivo, the eastern hill in what is now known as Double Butte, just north of Winchester,
California. Linguist John P. Harrington recorded this name and location from his Luisefio
consultants. Harrington created a detailed map during a place name trip he made with one of his
Luisefio consultants, Vicente Lugo, who was from Pala but lived at Soboba. They traveled from
Hemet to Perris and recorded Luisefio place names along the way. Jose Albafiez and Maria
Omish told Harrington there is a white siripe of rocks denoting the location of where the Seven
Sisters lived before they flew away.” In the late 1800°s, Albafiez worked as a sheep shearer ona
ranch near this location and told Harrington “an Indian told him this place name... meaning
where the cabrillas flew away.™? Cabrillgs is the Spanish word for the Pleiades constellation.
The hill adjacent to Chéexayam Pomwdppivo is called ‘and’ potma (ah-NO poht-ma), meaning

“¢ DuBois, 1908, 162

7 1bid.

*® Dubois ,1908, pg. 164; Villiana Calac Hyde and Eric Elliott, 1994, Yuméayk Yumayk, Long Ago. University of
California Press, Berkeley, pg 1290; John P. Harrington, 1937, Harrington collection audio recording #1532.
Interview with Vicente Lugo. National Anthropological Archives, Suitland, Maryland.

3! Harrington, 1985, 3:119:282a,

32 Harrington, 1985, 3:119:222b.
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‘coyote’s mouth.’ This place is also in reference to the story of the Chéexayam and is known as
the place where ‘Coyote howled.”>

Chéexayam Pomwdppivo is important in Luisefio cosmology and is mentioned in
ceremonial songs. Anthropologists and linguists believe the most archaic forms of a language
are contained in religious contexts. Ethnomusicologist Helen Robezts, in 1933, recognized that
“songs, especially religious songs, are apt to carry in their sacred and carefully preserved forms
bits of archaic speech, fragments of information often impossible to secure from direct
questioning, revelations of ancient doings, and of emotions and thoughts often otherwise hidden
from profane cognizance.” Typieally when locations are mentioned in Luisefio songs they are
named as a couplet, meaning two words combine to describe a place or region. Sometimes the
words may mean two different things or places, but together it may represent the order in which
the places were visited by Wuydor or other important people. The couplet could also represent a
specific place or region. Often the exact translations or meanin%s of the words are not known by
the speaker and sometimes even recognized as ancient words. 5 The place name and couplet,
Chéexapam Pomwdppivo is the precise location of an ancient event; where the Seven Sister's
launched themselves into the sky instead of turning into stone like most of the other

Kdamalam >

In addition to Chéexayam Pomwdppivo and ‘and’ potma, there ate three additional
named locations adjacent to and extending across the southemn portion of the Project area.
Hundlmo (Hoo-NAL-mo) is the name of the town of Winchester as well as the eastern hill that is
part of what is now known as Double Butte. *" (Hundalmo is discussed above,) In the late 19%
century, Jose Albafiez, as well as other Luisefio men worked as sheep shearers in this region.®® A
small hill east of the town of Winchester is called rufpdama (toot-PAH-ma). It was a place
where people would gather edible pla:nts.59

In addition fo the places named above, there are many songs and oral accounts that
specifically call out events that occurred throughout the entire APE. However, there is one
Luisefio place that will be directly impacted by the proposed project. The large village complex
of $dovamay, meaning “sumac place,’ exists partially under Diamond Valley Lake and partially
surrounding the Lake within a roughly six (6) square-mile radius. This place name is derived
from the Luisefio word for ‘three-leaf sumac, *$éoval (SHOW-val). This plant grows abundantly
in the region and it has several uses which include twine for making baskets and is also used to

3% Hayrington, 1985; 3:119:282 and Harrington 1937,

 Helen H. Roberts, 1933. *Form in Primitive Music.” American Library of Musicology, W. W. Norton &
Company, Inc, New York, pg. vi).

55 Bric Elliott, 1999. Luisefio Dictionary. Ph.D. Dissertation, University of California, San Diego.

3 Mark Macarro, 2008, personal communication.
57 john P, Harrington, 1985, The Field Notes of Yohn P. Harrington at the Smithsonian, Volume 3, Southern

California and Basin, Kraus International Publications, Millweod, New York, 3:119:433a,
*8 Harrington, 1937.
? Harrington, 1985, 3:119:433a.
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tic thatch onto brush houses.® According to J.P. Harrington’s consultants, Séovamay spring is
lacated at the south end of Warren Road at the base of the hills, to the east of the APE. There
was an old trail adjacent to the sPring which joined a larger trail system that cut through
Domenigoni and Diamond Valley.*” This larger trail appears on both the 1867 and 1880 plat
maps and is labeled “road from Temecula {0 San Jacinto.” This trail traverses several recorded
cultural sites in Domenigoni and Diamond Valley and connects with several others in the region.
On the 1880 plat map of Township 5 south, Range 2 west, section 34, several of these
trails/roads intersect. This appears to have been a junction that connected the Hemet/San Jacinto
Valley with the Temecula and Menifee regions. Most of these roads recorded on the historic plat
maps were built upon old Native American migration and trade routes which are now modern
roads. It is well documented in the archaeological record that small habitation areas are found
along old trail systems. Elders from Pechanga remember this area as always being a place to
travel through, from Hemet to Temecula.

The 1867 and 1880 plat maps also documented several springs in the Domenigoni and
Diamond Valley regions including two that were quite large and pamed. The location of
$éovamay spring (location discussed above) does not appear on the plat maps but was recorded
by Harrington in 1933.%% The archaeological site record for CA-RIV-5792, which is located near
Newport Road and adjacent to the project area, noted there was a “wet area nearby suggesting a
marsh once existed.” The abundance of water in the region would have supported large
populations as evidenced by the village complex in the area, The influx of ranchers and farmers
in the late 1800°s can be attributed fo the amount of available water in the territory.

The AEP discusses a model developed for the Sierra Nevada and the tribes associated
with that geographical area. We would suggest that the research conducted for this Project be
from more local sources, which are more appropriate to the focal ttibes. For example, True and
Waugh (1982)% pointed out that the Luisefio Mission Indians were resourceful with almost an
innate ability to adapt to changing circumstances. They argue that either pre-contact or post-
contact San Luis Rey Luisefio people had demonstrated a high degree of adaptable behavior as
they consolidated to form more complex systems, placing their villages in locations that were
situated near the most rcliable regional water supplies. True and Waugh proposed that this could
only oceur within a social matrix capable of sustaining the mosaic of productive, ritual, and
social relationships inherent to “village™ organizations. In other words, the Luisefio people had
developed a very complex sense of community and permanent Settlement Paftern; it was
embedded in their Social History.

5 Eric Elliott, 1999. Luiseio Dictionary, Ph.D. Dissertation, University of California, San Diego.

8! Harrington, 1985; 3:119:433,

€ 1bid.

6 True, D. L. and George Waugh. Proposed Settlement Shifts during San Luis Rey Times: Northern San Diego
County, California. Journal of California and Great Basin Anthropolagy 1982, 4(2):34-54,
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The use of the “key site” model can be a useful tool when analyzing a large region — that
is, when the researcher is looking for specific clusters of individually recorded sites, however it
should be noted that, although limited, research has been conducted on Luiseflo Village
Complexes in this particular region and those may not necessarily fit into a specific “14 or more”
ideal. Kroeber (1925) and Heizer (1978) used ethnographic data to describe the Luisefio Indians’
settlement pattern as consisting of permanent villages of 75 to 200 people located in proximity to
reliable sources of water and within range of a variety of floral and faunal food resources, which
were exploited from temporary camp locations swrounding the main village. It has also been
suggested ethnographically that frequently, a number of communities would combine to
celebrate important festivals, harvest cyeles, and other ceremonial events, occasionally inviting
distant, Imgmsnoally umelated groups. Expanding on Kroeber and Heizet’s general description,
True and Waugh® described Luisefio settlement patterns as;

The bipolar settlement pattern of the San Luis Rey was represented by relatively
permanent and stable villages (both winter and summer), inhabited by several
groups exploiting well-established territories and resources that were defended
against trespass (we follow Flannery [1976:164] in using "village as a generic
term for any small permonent community”), they saw this as a result of a
reasonably long process of adaptation during which several strategic changes
take place in settlement location patterns and in procedures for collecting
resources. These strategic changes included a “trend toward the congregation of
people along the major tributaries, with cach tributary and its immediate environs
oceupied and exploited by a family-based kin group of some kind.

We argue that “isolated bedrock milling sites” are not at all isolated but represent a very
intentional pattern of settlement design based upon familiar size and connections, availability of
resources and, possibly most important, personal space and privacy. The Luisefio people
understand this about their ancestors and why Pechanga continuously argues for a more
culturally sensitive and regional analysis of resources, For example, during his visit to Luisefio
settlements in the La Jolla region in 1901, Mertiam noted that “in many cases the Indians have
great masses of tuna, 10-20 feet high, about or near their adobe houses” which “are not near
together but scatteted about, usually 1/8 or 1/4 of a mile apart and on a cleared place surrounded
by chaparral »65 Lulseno seitlement patterns have been described ethnographically by
Sparkman® and Strong®” as sedentary and territorial, with the extended families residing in
villages with individual living areas separated anywhere from % of a mile to ' a mile apart, The
proposal that a village footprint covers an expansive area, with each family having its own

* True and Waugh 1982, p. 35

6 Merriam, C. Hart. Studies of California Indians. The Staff of the Department of Anthropology of the University
of California, eds. Berkeley: Univegsity of California Press. 1955
&6 Sparkman, Philip Stedman, The Culiure of the Luisefio Indians. University of California Publications in American

Archaeology and Ethinology 1908, 8(4).
 Strong, Wildam D. Aboriginal Society in Southern California. University of California Publications in American

Archaeology and Ethnology 26, 1929
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milling feature(s) is supported by Bean when he argues that “homes were located some distance
apart to provide privacy for families, if terrain Ic)e:rmitted.“GB Bean and Smith also suggest that “a
village might occupy three to five square miles.”® While Oxendine’s” dissertation is often cited
when discussing late prehistoric village attributes and locations, little has been done to expand on
her definition of a village footprint, The idea that villages could cover an expansive area is
supported by drchueological Investigations at Molpa, San Diego County, California. Here, True
et al’' suggest that the larger outcrops containing mwltiple milling features are comununity
milling areas and that each group or family within the community had its own specific milling
boulder. In other words “each group then had its milling area and each family woman had her
mortar or group of milling elements.” To support this claim, True et al. gives the following
example: The milling stones located at Silver Crest (Palomar Mountain State Park) belonging to
the adjacent Pauma Village wete identified by Max Peters as the property of a specific family.
Each family had its own “place” and each mortar hole belonged to a particular “lady.” “If the
pattern at Molpa in protohistoric times followed that of the adjacent Pauma Village, it is likely
that these “holes” were passed down from mother to daughter and were used until they became
too deep to be funetional.” 2 Thus there is support for the Tribe’s assertion that each milling
feature signifies an integral portion of the much larger village present at the sife.

The Tribe is happy to work with Caltrans and Applied Barthworks to assist in developing
the Settlement Patterns Analysis so that it can accurately reflect both scientific archaeological
data as well as tribal traditions and knowledge of the ancestors past activities.

Section 4.3 Treatment of Human Remains

The Tribe understands that the AEP only addressed the current proposed fieldwork. We
would like Caltrans to understand that we have serious concerns regarding the unanticipated
discovery of human remains during any excavations after the selection of the preferred
alternative. It is Pechanga’s beltef that human remains are to be preserved in sifu. The Tribe
requests additional consultation with Caltrans in order to develop appropriate protocols should
the human remains be identified during this critical phase of the Project.

Chapter 5 Curation

The Tribe does not agree that all cultural resources collected during the Project should be
curated at the San Bemardino County Museum (SBCM). We request that Caltrans cormmit to

% Bean, Lowelt J. Mukat's People: The Cahuilla Indians of Southern California. University of California Press,
Berkeley, 1972, p. 71

% Hean, Lowell J. and Charles R. Smith. Serranc: In Handbook of North American Indians, Volume, 8, California,
edited by Robert Heizer, Smithsonian Institution, Washington D.C., p. 43.

™ Oxendine, Joan. The Luisefio Village During the Late Prehistoric Era. Ph.D. Dissertation, University of
California, Riverside, 1983

" True et al 1974 p. 43

7 1bid 1974 p. 43
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giving the Pechanga Tribe the option to take possession of the items for appropriate treatinent,
which could include reburial on the Project property (or athet acceptable location), repatriation
of the itemns to the Tribe or curation in the Tribe’s own Part 79 qualified facility.

CONTINUED TRIBAL INVOLVEMENT

The Tribe will continue to be involved and participate with the Caltrans in assuring that
adequate archacological studies are completed, and in developing all monitoring and mitigation
plans and measures for the duration of the Project. In addition, given the sensitivity of the
Project area, it is the position of the Pechanga Tribe that Pechanga tribal monitors be required to
be present during all ground-distwbing activities conducted in connection with the Project,
including any additional archeological excavations performed.

The CEQA Guidelines state that Jead agencies should make provisions for inadverient
discoveries of culiural resources (CEQA Guidelines §15064.5). As such, it is the position of the
Pechanga Tribe that an agreement specifying appropriate treatment of inadvertent discoveries of
cultural resources be executed between Calirans, or the appropriate entify, and the Pechanga
Tribe,

The Tribe believes that adequate culfural resources assessments and management must
always include a component which addresses inadvertent discoveries. BEvery major Siate and
Pederal law dealing with cultural resources includes provisions addressing inadvertent
discoveries (See e.g: CEQA (Cal. Pub. Resources Code §21083.2(i); 14 CCR §1506a.5(f));
Section 106 (36 CFR §800.13); NAGPRA (43 CFR §10.4). Moreover, most state and federal
agencies have guidelines or provisions for addressing inadvertent discoveries (See e.g.: FHWA,
Section 4(f) Regulations - 771.135(g); CALTRANS, Standard Environmental Reference - 5-
10.2 and 5-10.3), Because of the extensive presence of the Tribe's ancestors within the Project
area, it is not unreasonable to expect to find vestiges of that presence. Such cultural resources
and artifacts are significant to the Tribe as they are reminders of their ancestors. Moreover, the
Tribe is expected to protect and assure that all cultural sites of its ancestors are appropriately
treated in a respectful manner. Therefore, as noted previously, it is crucial to adequately address
the potential for inadvertent discoveries.

Further, the Pechanga Tribe believes that if human remains are discovered, State Jaw
would apply and the mitigation measures for the permit must account for this. Accerding to the
! California Public Resources Code, § 5097.98, if Native American human remains are discovezed,
the Native American Heritage Commission must name a “most likely descendant,” who shall be
consulted as to the appropriate disposition of the remains. This is addressed in the AEP however,
given the Project’s location in Pechanga territory, the Pechanga Tribe intends to assert its right
pursuant to California law with regard fo any remains or items discovered in the course of this

Project.
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The Tribe reserves the right to fully participate in the environmental review process, ag
well as to provide further comment on the Project's impacts to cultural resources and potential

mitigation for such impacts,

The Pechanga Tribe locks forward to working together with Caltrans in protecting the
invaluable Pechanga cultural resources found in the Project area. Please contact me at 951-770-
8104 once you have had a chance 1o review these commenis so that we can schedule fribal
monitoring and continue consuliation, Thank you.

Sincerely,

Anna Hoover
Cultural Analyst

Ce Pechanga Office of the General Counsel
Brenda Tomaras, Tomaras & Ogas, LLP
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Mr. Gary Jones

Assoc. Environmental Planner, Archaeologist
Department of Transportation, District 8
Environmental Planning (MS 825)

464 W. Fourth Street, 6" Floor

San Bernardino, CA 92401-1400

Re:  Pechanga Tribe Comments on the Mid-County Parkway Findings of Effect (MCP
FOE)

Dear Mr, Jones;

This comment letter is written on behalf of the Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians
(hereinafter, “the Tribe™), a federally recognized Indian tribe and sovereign government in
response to the Findings of Effect dated March 2012, The Tribe formally requests to continue to
be notified and involved in the entire environmental review process for the duration of the above
referenced project (the “Project”). Please also incorporate these comments into the record of

approval for this Project.

The Tribe has a long history of participating and commenting on this Project, dating back
to 2004. Throughout this process, the Tribe has openly conveyed its knowledge about the area as
well as comments and concerns about this Project in numerous written communications and
meetings. The Tribe appreciates that its comments were taken into account during the evaluation
of P-33-016598, including the need for the entirety of the village to be evaluated for adverse
effects, We concur that the entire Village of Paavo’ is significant and eligible for the National
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and that the Project will cause adverse impacts to that site.
As detailed more below, however, the Tribe does not agree that any part of the Project should

impact any of the site,

We are also disturbed that the five remaining individual sites located within the Project
APE are not being addressed in the larger cultural context of the area and are not identified as
significant under CEQA or NEPA. We urge the agencies to again review our previous
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comments regarding the cultural landscape and importance of this arca and the larger context in
which these “sites™ lie, in order to understand their nature and properly assess their value.

PECHANGA CULTURAL AFFILIATION TO PROJECT AREA

The Pechanga Tribe asserts that the Project area is part of Luisefio, and therefore the
Tribe’s, aboriginal territory as evidenced by the existence of Luisefio place names, (dola yixélval
(rock art, pictographs, petroglyphs), village complexes and an extensive Luisefio artifact record
in the vicinity of the Project. This culiurally sensitive area is affiliated with the Pechanga Band
of Luisefio Indians because of the Tribe’s cultural ties to this area as well as extensive history
with both this Project and other projects within the area.

The Tribe has submitted comments regarding its territory affiliation in previous comment
letters, We would urge the FHWA, Caltrans and RCTC to review our information and recognize
that the Tribe has extensive knowledge about the Project area and its territory. The Tribe does
not involve itself in projects unless it has distinct and urgent concerns about the protection and
preservation of Luiseflo rescurces. The Tribe welcomes the opportunity to meet with the FHWA,
Caltrans and RCTC to further explain and provide documentation concerning our specific
cultural affiliation to lands within your jurisdictions.

TRIBAL CONCERNS REGARDING THE ELIGIBILITY AND EFFECTS
EVALUATION

The Tribe is in receipt of the Findings of Effect, Volume I, Mid-County Parkway,
Riverside County, California dated March 2012. As Caltrans is aware, the Mid-County Parkway
Project is located in a highly sensitive region of Luisefio territory. While the Tribe is not
opposed to this Project as a whole, the Tribe is opposed to any direct, indirect and cumulative
impacts this Project may have to tribal cultural resources, including those impacts proposed to
Paave’ (P-33-016598) and the additional five cultural sites that were determined to be not
eligible for the NRHP (33-19862, -19863, -19864, -19865, -19866).

As stated above and in our previous conunents, the Tribe does not agree with the
ineligibility determination of the five sites. The Tribe knows that these individual activity areas
are part of a larger complex of “sites” that, when viewed at a landscape level, form a larger
habitation, or village, complex that stretches for several miles, While we have not seen a Final
Historie Properties Survey Report (HPSR) or a Response to Comments, the Tribe concludes by
this FOE that our information about this area and our recommendations to reevaluate these sites
in a larger context was not addressed by Calirans in order to make a determination that these
sites are eligible. The Tribe requests to continue working with the FHWA, Caltrans and RCTC
to avoid and preserve these sites during the construction of the MCP.
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The Tribe does coneur that the Paave’ complex is highly significant and sacred to the
Tribe and that it is eligibly in its enlirety for the NRHP. We have provided the following
comments on Section 5.1 Effects Assessment for 33-16598.

5.1.1 36 CFR 800.5(a) (2)(i) — Physical Destruction of or Damage to All or Part of the
Property

The Tribe concurs with the Caltrans determination that destruction of the northeastern
portion of Paave’ is an adverse effect. As is noted in the FOE, “[TThe Tribe believes that all
portions are contributing components to the overall integrity of the site as demonstrated by the
presence of ceremonial items and the drawing of the site boundary to include this area, and the
destruction of any portion of the sifc is a destruction of the totality of the site.” Based upon the
information previously provided, the Tribe still maintains that it does not agree with the
destruction of the site, regardless of the scientific evaluation that this is a “non-contributing
element” to the village.

5.1.2 36 CFR 8005(a)2}{ii) — Alteration of a Property, Including Restorafion,
Rehabilitation, Repair, Maintenance, Stabilization, Hazardous Material Remediation and
Provision of Handicapped Access, that is not Consistent with the Secretary of the
Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (36 CFR Part 68) and
Applicable Guidelines

The Tribe concurs that there will be an adverse effect as a portion of Paave’ will be
destroyed. The Tribe continues to request avoidance of the entirety of ihe site and requests to
work closely with the FHWA, Caltrans and RCTC to develop appropriate mitigation measures
during construction,

3.1.3 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(ili) — Removal of the Property from its Historic Location

The Tribe concurs that Paave’ will not be removed from its physical location such as a
historic building might be removed, however the soils that are currently covering the intact
deposits of the village will be removed. If these soils are removed to another location within the
Project APE, then an adverse effect will occur per this criteria. At this time, the Tribe requests
that none of the soils that are ta be overexcavated within the village be removed from their
original location to be utilized elsewhere in the Project. The Tribe will consult further with
FHWA, Caltrans and RCTC regarding this issue and work towards developing appropriate
mitigation measures to address our concerns.

5.1.4 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(iv) ~ Change of the Character of the Property's Use or of
Physical Features Within the Property's Setting that Contribute to its Historic
Significance
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The Tribe avgues that the MCP Project has already caused an adverse effect to the
character of the village. During the archacological excavations of this area, ceremonial artifacts
were uncovered and, due to the proposed future impacts, had to be relocaied and reburied in a
location that was not proposed for development. The Tribe believes that, had the Project not
been proposed for this area, these resources would have been left to weather the natural course of
events the ancestors had intended. Therefore, because ceremonial artifacts were impacted, the
Tribe believes that the character of the village has been impacted and will likely continue to be
~ impacted as additional development oceurs for the MCP.

515 36 CER 800.5(a)(2)(v) — Introduction of Visual, Atmospheric, or Audible
Elements that Diminish the Integrity of the Property’s Significant Historic Features

The Tribe does not agree with the conclusion that the visual and audible elements are not
adverse effects. The argument for the criteria does not support the conclusion. The first
paragraph states that the MCP will be raised 10-15 feet from the current Ramona Expressway
and that the ceremonial portion of the site is 0.25 miles to the south. The Tribe believes that
raising the roadway such a significant amount is a significant visual impact and that one quarier
mile is not a large enough. distance to reduce the impacts. The argument is only looking at the
roadway; it does not take into account the visual disruption from the increased traffic, including
large diesel trucks that will be traveling on the Parkway. Furthermore, with the increased traffie,
the noise levels will increase and be a constant impediment to the relative quiet of the area as it

exists now.

Although the second paragraph acknowledges that there will be visual and auditory
impacts, the argument that the “impact will not rise to the level of being adverse” is subjective
and not supported by the information provided. At this time, the Tribe cannot concur with this

finding.

5.1.6 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(vi) - Neglect of et Property which Causes its Deterioration,
Excepr Where Such Neglect and Deterioration are Recognized Qualities of a Property of
Religious and Cultural Significance to an Indian Tribe or Native Hawaiian Organization

The Tribe concurs that the MCP Project will not directly cause neglect of the village.

5.1.7 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(vii} — Transfer, Lease, or Sule of Property owt of Federal
Owrership or Control Without Adequate and Legally Enforceable Restrictions or
Conditions {0 Ensure Long-Term Preservation of the Property’s Historic Significance (36
CFR 800.5 (a)f2]). )

The Tribe concurs.

5.1.8  Reasonably Foreseeable Effects Caused by the Undertaking that may Occur Later
in Time, be Farther Removed in Distance, or be Cumulative

Pechanga Cultural Resources « Temecula Band of Luisefio Mission Indians
Post Office Box 2183 » Temecul, CA 92592
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Pechanga Comnent Letter to Caltrans
Re: Pechanga Tiibe Comiments on the Mid County qukway FOE

April 23, 20i2
Page 5

The Tribe believes that cumulative impacts will occur as a result of the MCP Project. As
we have previously relayed to Caltrans, the increase of vehicles in an area increases air pollution.
The Tribe is not aware of any research that has been conducted on fdofa yixvélval (rock art) to
determine whether an increase in pollution levels will negatively affect the pigments and surface

i of the rocks; however, we believe that the increased toxin levels will have a long-term effect.

Furthermore, it can be argued that the improvement of Ramona Expressway and the
creation of MCP will facilitate an increased number of people who will travel through the area
and reside in the future Villages of Lakeview project. While the people traveling through the
area may not be able fo park and have direct access to the village via MCP, the increase of
people to this area will create a problem, The ceremonial area, as the most visible portion {the
village, could be impacted by graffiti, looting or vandalism and considered by local planning and
law enforcement as an attractive nuisance. As the Tribe is concerned about long-term protection
of this sacred and ceremonial area, we request to continue working with FHWA, Caltrans and
RCTC to develop appropriate mitigation measures that will assist in reducing these adverse
effects created as a result of the MCP Project.

319 Cumulative Effects of the MCP and the Adjacent The Villages Of Lakeview
Specific Plan

The Tribe concurs that the development of these two projects will adversely affect
Paavo’. The Tribe has consistently stated to the FHWA, Caltrans, RCTC and the County of
Riverside that destruction of any portion of this area is a destruction of the total village. The
construction of MCP and The Villages of Lakeview project within the village boundaries is a
difficult compromise that the Tribe did not concur with during the County of Riverside Planning
process and one which we still do not agree and in fact it is the Tribe’s undeistanding that the
County may be required to re-do it’s EIR. Thus, the viability of the Villages of Lakeview
Project itself is still in question.

The tribes of Riverside County constantly compromise their sensitive and important
cultural sites for the sake of development, and must constantly abide by the recommendations of
planners, archacologists and other planning officials, even to the detriment of these areas.
Therefore, as stated previously, the Tribe remains opposed to direct, indirect and cumulative
impacts to our sensitive, sacred and ceremonial cultural landscapes and villages.

REQUESTED TRIBAL INVOLVEMENT

The Tribe requests to continue to be involved and participate with the FHWA, Caltrans
and RCTC in developing the HPTP and the Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) that will be
developed for this Project as well as appropriate mitigation measwres to assist with avoidance,
short-term Project mitigation and long-term preservation measures for Paavo’,

Pechanga Cultral Resources « Temecula Band of Luiseiio Mission Indians
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Pechanga Comment Leiter to Caltrans

Re: Pechanga Tribe Comments on the Mid County Parkway FOE
April 23, 2012

Page 6

The Pechanga Tribe looks forward to working together with the FITWA, Caltrans and
RCTC in protecting the invaluable Pechanga cultural resources found in the MCP Project area.
Please contact me at 951-770-8104 or at ahoover@pechanga-nsn.gov once you have had a
chance to review these comments so that we can proceed with developing the appropriate
documented required on this Project. Thank you.

Sincerely,
7 A
./.; -——/Mw

Amna Hoover
Cultural Analyst

Cc Pechanga Office of the General Counsel
Terri Fulton, Project Archaeologist, LSA Associates
Phil Fulton, Project Archaeologist, LSA Associates
Stephanie Stoermer, Federal Highway Administration
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In Reply Refer To:

HDA-CA

Ms. Anna M. Hoover

Cultural Analyst

Pechanga Band of Luiseno Mission Indians

P.0O. Box 2183

Temecula, CA 92593

Subject: Response to Pechanga Txibe Comment Letter on Historic Propexty Survey Report for -
the Mid County Parkway Project

Dear Ms. Hoover,

The Fedetal Highway Administration (FHWA) would like to thank the Pechanga Band of
Luisefio Indians (Pechanga) for their February 22, 2012 letter and comiments on the Mid County
Parkway (MCP) Historic Property Survey Report (HIPSR) distributed to the Pechanga on
November 3, 2011. The Pechanga comments, as well as the comments réceived from the other
Tribes consulting on the project, have been carefully considered and have been incorporated into
the revised draft documents. This letter addresses several comments in the February 22, 2012
letter from Pechanga.

Specific Comments

1. The Tribe formally requests fo be notified and involved in the entire environmental review
process for the duration of the above referenced project (the “Project’ ). (Page T, first

paragraph)

The Tribe has been and will continue to be included in the distribution lists for circulation of all
documents, including environmental review documents and archaeological reports.

2. The Tribe does not agree with the Archaeological Survey Report (ASR) which siates that the
Project area was primarily occupied by the Cahuilla. (Page 4, first full paragraph)

The use of specific ethnographic maps in the ASR without an adequate discussion of the
alternative theories is problematic... (Page 5, second paragraph)

Furthermore, the sole usage of Cahuilla Tahquitz storfes is misleading as the Luisefio have
extensive stories about Takwish as well. (Page 5, third paragraph)




Information provided by Pechanga i the February 22, 2012 letter has been included in HPSR
Attachment B, Archaeological Survey Report (ASR), 5.2 Ethnography.

3. The area that is slated for impact from the Mid-County Parkway Project (MCFP) was
determined by the archaeological consultants to be a non-contribuling factor and was approved
for destruction and os discussed further below, the Tribe continues to disagree with this
assessment, (Page 6, first full paragraph)

As noted in the Archaeological Evaluation Report (AERY), “[I]n spite of the overall eligibility of
the site under Criteria A/1, C/3, and D/4, there is no evidence of midden soil, cultural features, or
cultural stratigraphy within the lower alluvial fan in the right of way, and it is highly likely that
the minimal mumber of subsurface artifacts (most of which wete non-diagnostic) was transported
into the area by alluvial processes. These items have been farther displaced by extensive rodent
activity visible in the krotovina. Based on this information, the portion of Site 33-16598 within
the right of way is unlikely to answer any research questions propo sed in the Archaeological
Evaluation Proposal (AEP).”

4, Because this is a significant site with important culiural volue, the Pechanga Tribe has
consistently taken the position that the entire site be avoided and preserved in place with no
development activity fo dirvectly or indirectly affect this significant traditional cultural area.
(Page 6, second full paragraph)

The MCP project was identified as a key west-east regional transportation corridor as a result of
several years of comprehensive land use and transportation planning in Rivezside County

through the Riverside County Integrated Project (RCIP). In 1999, the County of Riverside and
the RCTC initiated the Community and Environmenial Transportation Accepiability Process )
(CETAP) Project. CETAP was one of the fitst seven projects in the nation to be processed under
Executive Order 13274 for “Fnvironmental Stewardship and Transportation Infrasiructure
Reviews”. The CETAP Project was intended to provide Tier 1 EIR/EISs that would provide
environmental clearance of transportation corridors to facilitate route preservation and pl anning
during ongoing regional land development.

CETAP was a component of the RCIP, which also included an updated Rivesside County
General Plan and a Muliiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) for western Riverside
County. The purpose of the RCIP was to integrate the processes of planning land uses,
transportation improvements, and preserving habitat for endangered species. A primary
objective of the RCIP was to accommodate projected population growth within Riverside County
by focusing development within areas that are readily accessible, providing a good quality of life
for future residents, and minimizing environmental and community impacis, including impacts fo
sepsitive habitats and endangered species. The RCIP process sought to achieve approvals of the
revised General Plan, the MSHCP, and two CETAP transportation comidors internal to Riverside
County (Winchester to Temecula and Hemet to Corona/Lake Elsinore).

The Notice of Intent NOT) to prepare a tiered Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the
Hemet to Corona/Lake Elsinore Coridor was published in the Federal Register on August 2,
2001. The NOI indicated that the Tier 1 EIS to be prepared would be used to support aroute
location decision and that the future Tier 2 BIS would be prepared to present the design features




and construction level of detail for the evaluation of alternatives within the preferred route, As
stated in the NOI, “the objective of the proposed EIS is to provide environmental analysis of a
multimodal fransportation facility within the Hemet to Corona/Lake Elsinore Corridor to allow
agencies to proceed with the preservation of right-of-way for a preferred alternative.

For the CETAP Hemet to Corona/Lake Elsinore Corridor (HHCLE) HPSR. and supporting
documents, the following tasks were completed:
». A regords search of all knowg cultural resources within a 1 mi buffer of the centerline of
each HCLE Alternative. S e

« For all areas that have been previously surveyed, those surveys were ranked on a
fripartite scale based on whether the survey was considered comprehensive under current
Professional Practices.

e Coordination and consultation with the California Native American Hetitage
Commission (NAHC).

« Consultation and coordination with Native American tribes identified as having an
interest within the project area.

+ A comprehensive pedestrian survey of the project alignments.

The records search demonstrated that 239 previous surveys that impinged on the HCLE project
area had been conducted. A total of 78 percent of these surveys (n=186) were ranked at the
Jowest level in the ranking scale, The records search also documented 405 cultural resources
along the HCLE comidor. Of these, 299 are prehistoric archaeological sites, 86 represent historic
sites, 7 are isolates, and 7 represent multi-component archaeological sites.

The total HCLE Corridor project area encompassed 13,819 ac. Initially, the intent of this study
was to survey previously unsurveyed portions of the HCLE Cotridor representing 67.4 pexcent of
the total area (9309.2 ac). As the records search results were tabulated, it became apparent that
80 percent (3,235.6 ac) of the previously surveyed areas fell into the lowest ranking of survey
adequacy. Subsequently, LSA surveyed almost the entize project area (13,354 ac), except where
access to the area was denied by the property owner (an area representing 466.3 ac, ox

3.4 percent of the project area). A sum of 180 new archaeological and historic sites were
identified during the survey.

As previously noted, the CETAP project investigated two comidors: 2 north-south-trending
cotridor—ihe Winchester to Temecula Corridoz--and an east-west-trending corridor--the Hemet
to Corona, Lake Elsinore (HCLE) Corridor. For the HCLE Corridor, seven alternatives were
ultimately considered. The overall MCP project is intended to provide the major east-west
corfidor proposed as the HCLE Conxidor,

The Draft Tier 1 Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) was
completed for the HCLE Corridor and circulated for public review in 2002 with a suite of 14
“build” alternatives. Please note that this document is available online at

http://www.reip.org/lele fochtm




Subsequently, the RCTC Board accepted a staff recommendation in June 2003 to proceed with
the accelerated preparation of a project-level environmental document for a west-cast alternative
that would generally follow the existing alignment of Cajalco Road and Ramona Expressway,
known as the MCP project,

Engineering and environmental studies were initiated in 2004 for the MCP project, a proposed
32 mi facility between Interstate 15 (J-15) and SR-79, and in September 2007 the RCTC Board
selected a Locally Preferred Alternative (Alternative 9 Temescal Wagh Design Variation) for the
MCP project. Then, in October 2008, a Draft EIR/EIS for the MCP project was circulated for a
90-day public review period, During this time, six public meetings/hearings were held and
RCTC accepted public comments for the record at all of these meetings along with comments via
the MCP project website and email. Over 3,100 comments were received from 50 public
agencies and organizations, 10 large property owners, 240 individuals, and a form letter from
over 1,100 individuals nationwide. Two key themes emerged in the public review commenis:
the cost and timing of zvailable fimds for the project, and concerns about the impacts to rural
communities and existing habitat reserves. :

In Spring 2009, to address the concems identified in public comments on the Draft BEIR/ELS,
RCTC as the lead agency under CEQA, FHWA as the lead agency under NEPA, and Caltrans
(acting as an agent and providing oversight for the NEPA. pro cess) developed an approach for
completing the EIR/EIS process for the project. This approach modified the MCP project Limits
from 32 mi (I-15 ta SR-79) to 16 mi (f-215 to SR-79) in oxder to focus fransportation funding
where the need is the greatest, between 1-215 and SR-79. On July 8, 2009, the RCTC Boad
formally took action fo focus the MCP project between I-215 and SR~79 and to prepate a
Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS for the modified project.

With regard to cultural resources, the records search and field surveys conducted for the HCLE
provided a “universe” of resource locations within the broad corridor that were considered for
route preservation. Subsequently, the Project Design Team used this baseline data to formulate
the initial alignment for the MCP project to avoid and minimize impacts o cultural resource
sites. In 2003, the project development effort transitioned from a programmatic level to a project
level effort and the proposed alignment for the MCP was initially very broad (500 feet [ft] on
cither side of the centerline of each alternative) for follow-up surveys and cultural resource work.
This resulted in the completion of Extended Phase One work for all MCP Build Alternatives fo
ensure resource avoidance and minimization of impacts. In addition, project inpacts fo
resources were assessed through a Phase II Bvaluation effort at sites within the APE of the
locally preferred alternative (Alternative 9). All of this data formed the Cultural Resource
Geographic Information System (GIS) database that was further utilized during project design
refinements (e.g., such as refaining walls to avoid sites that might have otherwise been impacted
by cut or fill slopes) to further avoid and minimize impacts to cultural resources.

In addition, throughout the CETAP programmatic planning process and subsequent project level
effort work, extensive consultation was conducted with local Native American groups and
Interested parties. Native American consultation for these earlier projects included project
review meetings and on-site meetings to discuss specific resources. Consultation included the
Office of Historic Preservation and the Advisory Council on Historic Presexvation fo discuss
possible project effects to archacological site CA-RIV-1 6598.




The net result of these continuous avoidance and minimization efforts was to reduce the total
potential cultural resource impacts from the construction of the MCP project to impacting five
prehistoric archaeological sites, one historical archaeological site, and one buili environment
resource.

While the MCP project will effect a small portion of site CA-RIV-16598, as noted in a letter
dated October 24, 2007 from Edrie Vinson (Senior Environmental Specialist, FITWA) to Laura
Miranda (Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians), “Through the consultation that began in 2004
 between Pechanga and RCTC, Pechanga has played a key role in decisions on alignment options
and site preservation issues, including numerons meeting discuss the Cajalco Creek Site (P-33-
13791). Going back to RCTC’s meeting with you and other Pechanga Tribal members in Angust
2004, RCTC listened to concerns regarding the cultural importance of this site to the Tribe.
Consequently, RCTC seatched for different alternatives for avoiding or minimizing effects to
this site, which were then reviewed by the Pechanga Tribal Council. Ultimately, the importance
of this site to Pechanga was one key factor in RCTC’s decision to select Alternative 9 as theix
locally preferred alternative. Alternative 9 is the only alternative that fully avoids the Cajalco
Creek Sife.”

5. ,.the ASR states that extensive vesearch was conducted in an effort to identify previously
recorded sites in a one mile radius of the project aved...,

The Tribe questions why this data was not utilized since it appears the analysis for the cultural
sites was lmited to only those sites recorded within or immediately adjacent to the Divect APE.

Information regarding cultural resources in the vicinity of the project area has been added to the
ASR, Section 4.1 Summary of Methods and Resulis.

6. The Tribe is further concerned with the auditory and visual impacts, cumulative impacts and
the growth-related or long-terin impacts that the Project will have on these sites. (Page 8, first

full paragraph)

To meet both National Environmenial Policy Act (NEPA) and California Environmental Policy
Act (CEQA) expanded discussions of growth-related impacts, visual and aesthetics, and .
cumulative impacts are required in the environmental documents. In addition, the draft Findings
of Effect (FOE) prepared for the Mid County Parkway project contains section 5.0 Application
of the Criteria of Adverse Effects, which includes, “36 CFR 800,5{a}(2)(v) — Introduciion of
Visual, Atmospheric, or Audible Elements that Diminish the Integrity of the Property's
Significant Historic Features” and “Reasonably Foreseeable Effects Cau sed by the Undertaking
that may Oceur Later in Time, be Farther Removed in Distance, or be Cumulative.”

7. The Tribe will continue to be involved and participate with the FHWA and Caltrans in
assuring that adequate archacological studies are completed, and in developing all monitoring
and mitigation plans and measures for the duration of the Project.

The FHWA and other parthér agencies on the MCP praject encourage continued consultation
among all interested parties.




FHWA. would like to thank you for your commitment to the Native American consultation being
conducted for this project. Please contact Shawn Oliver at (916} 498-5048, email
shawn.oliver@.dot.goy, or Stephanie M. Stoermer at our Resource Center at (720} 963-3218 e-
mail stephanie.stoermer@dot.gov if there are any questions or additional comments.

W
W

Division Administrator
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June 27, 2012
Milford Wayne Donaldson, FATA 08-Riv-MCP
State Historic Preservation Officer PM 0.0/16.3
California Office of Historic Preservation Mid County Parkway Project
1416 Ninth Street, Room 1442
Sacramento, CA 95814
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PN 0800000125

Dear Mr. Donaldsoi:

Request for Concurrence on Determinations of Eligibility for the Proposed Mid County Parkway
Project, Riverside County, California

The California Department of Transportation (Departrnent) in coordination with the Riverside
Comnty Transportation Commission (RCTC) is requesting concurrence from the State Historic
Preservation Officer (SHPO) regarding the determinations of eligibility for the Mid County
Parkway Project. This request for concurence is undertaken in accordance with the January 2004
Programmatic Agreement among the Federal Highway Administration, the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation, the California State Preservation Officey, and the California Department
of Transportation (PA).

Enclosed you will find a Historic Property Survey Report for the Mid County Parkway Project,
Riverside County, California. Under the PA, Caltrans is responsible for ensuring the
appropriateness of the Area of Potential Effect (APE) (Stipulation VIILA) and the adequacy of
historic property identification efforts (Stipulation VIIL.B). In accordance with Stipulation VIIL.C,
Caltrans is submitting determinations of NRHP eligibility and supporting documentation to the
SHPO for comment.

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), Riverside County Transportation Commission
(RCTC), and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) propose to construct a new
transportation corridor in Riverside County. This corridor, the Mid County Parkway (MCP), is
proposed to extend from Interstate 215 (I-215) on the west to State Route 79 (SR-79) on the east,
near Cajalco Road and the Ramona Expressway, a distance of approximately 16 miles. A full
project description and the Area of Potential Effects {APE) can be found on page 3 and Volume
H, Attachment A of the attached HPSR.

“Caltrans improves mobility aeross California”




Dr. Wayne Donaldson
Tune 27, 2012
Page 2

Section 106 activities to date for this undertaking include a Historic Property Survey Report
(HPSR, June 2012), which documents the identification and evaluation of cultural resources
within the project’s Area of Potential Effects (APE). Consultation and identification efforts for
the proposed undertaking (summarized on page 3-25 in the HPSR) resulted in the identification of
seven cultural resources in the APE that required evaluation.

One property was determined eligible for listing in the NRHP:

® 33~16598/CA-RIV—8712, Prehistoric multi-use site containing rock art, cupules, rock
shelters, midden, and milling features.

Five properties were determined ineligible for listing in the NRHP

33-19862, milling features
33-19863, milling features
33-19864, milling features
33-19865, remnants of a historic homestead and well
33-19866, milling features

8 @ € o 0

One property was previously determined not eligible for listing in the NRHP and you provided
concurrence in a letter dated August 2, 2010.

e 33-15752, CBJ Dairy

In addition, one propetty is assumed eligible for the purposes of the current urdertaking pursuant
to Stipulation VIII.C.3 of the PA:

o 33-3653, milling features

Pursuant to Stipulation VIIL.C.3 of the PA, the Department is considering 33-3653 to be eligible
for the NRHP under Criterion D for the purposes of this undertaking without conducting
subsurface testing or surface collection and will establish and enforce ESAs to ensure that there
will be no adverse effects to the property as a result of the proposed undertaking pursuant to
Stipulation X.B.2.a(ii).

Pursuant to Stipulation VILC.5 of the Section 106 PA, we request your concurrence that 33-
16598/CA-RIV-8712 is eligible for listing in the NRIIP.

Pursuant to Stipulation VIILC.5 of the Section 106 PA, we request your concurrence that 33-
19862, 33-19863, 33-19864, 33-16865, and 33-19866 are not eligible for listing in the NRHP.

All other known resources within the APE, including state-owned resources, have no potential for
historic significance and are considered exernpt because they meet the criferia for Section 106 PA




Dz, Wayne Donaldson
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Attachment 4 (Properties Exempt from Evaluation).

Caltrans has determined that there are historic properties within the APE that may be affected by
the undertaking, in accordance with Stipulation IX.B of the PA. Consequently, Calfrans will
apply the Criteria of Adverse Effect, and FHWA will continue consultation with the SHPO
pursuant to Stipulation X of the PA,

Your concurrence on the Section 106 determinations will be used to determine the applicability of
Section 4(f) pursuant to 23 CFR 774.11(e).

We look forward to receiving your response within thirty (30) days of your receipt of this
submittal, in accordance with Stipulation VIII.C.5.a of the Section 106 PA. If you have any
questions or comments regarding the proposed project, please feel free to contact me at (909)
383-6933 or by email at gabrielle_duff@dot.ca.gov or Andrew Walters, Associate Environmental
Planner, Architectural History at (909) 383-2647 or by email at andrew_walters@dot.ca.gov.
Thank you for your assistance with this undertaking.

Sincerely,

\_@!&LUJ\L&Q"‘:M

GABRIELLE DUFF
Office Chief
Environmental Support/Cultural Studies

c. Andrew Walters, Caltrans District 8; (CD)
Todd Jaffke, Caltrans Section 106 Coordination Branch Chief
Carol Legard, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP)
Stephanie Stoermer, Federal Highway Administration (FHWA); (CD)
Shawn Oliver, Federal Highway Administration (FHWA); (CD)
Larry Vinzant, Federal Highway Administration (FHWA); (CD)
Tay Dam, Federal Highway Administration (FHWA); (CD)
Cathy Bechtel, Riverside County Transportation Comumission (RCTC); (CD)
Luther Satgado Sr., Cahuilla Band of Indians
Yvonne Markle, Cahuilla Band of Indians
Samuel Duntap, Gabrieleno/Tongva Council/Gabrieleno Tongva
Adrian Morales, Gabrieleno/Tongva-San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians
Anthony Morales, Gabrieleno/Tongva-San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians
Michael Contreras Ir., Morongo Band of Mission Indians
Anna Hoover, Pechanga Band of Luisefio Mission Indians
Mark Maearro, Pechanga Band of Luisefio Mission Indians
Paut Macarro, Pechanga Band of Luisefio Mission Indians
John Gomez, Jr., Ramona Band of Mission Indians
Joseph Hamilton, Ramona Band of Mission Indians
Joseph Ontiveros, Soboba Band of Luigefio Indians
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Enclosures

Historic-Property Survey Report (HPSR) for the Mid County Parkway Profect, Riverside County,
California, (June 2012).




U8, Deparfmest California Division 650 Capitol Mall, Suite 4-100
of Tanspodation Sacramento, CA 95814
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In Reply Refer To;
HDA-CA

Milford Wayne Donaldson, FAIA

State Historic Preservation Officer
California Office of Historic Preservation
1725 23rd Street, Suite 100

Sacramento, CA 95816

Subject: Finding of Adverse Effect (FAE) for the proposed Mid County Parkway Project,
Riverside County, California

Pear Mr. Donaldson:

The TFederal Highway Administration (FHWA) is initiating consultation with the State
Historic Preservation -Officer (SHPO) regarding our finding of effect for the above-
referenced project. This consultation is undertaken in accordance with the January 1, 2004
Programmatic Agreement among the Federal Highway Adminisiration, the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation, the Callfornia State Historic Preservation Qfficer, and
the California Department of Transporiation (Section 106 PA). We are consulting with you
under Section 106 PA Stipulation X.C.1, which requires consultation with the SHPO
regarding findings of adverse effect,

The FHHWA, Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC), and the California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) propose to construct # new transportation corridor
in Riverside County. This corridor, the Mid County Parkway (MCP), is proposed to extend
from Interstate 215 (I-215) on the west to State Route 79 {(SR-79) on the east, near Cajalco
Road and the Ramona Expressway, a distance of approximately 16 miles.

* On June 27, 2012, pursuant to Stipulation VIIL.C.5 of the Section 106 PA, Calirans
requested your concurrence that one of the properties that required evalnation was eligible
for listing in the NRHP. Your concurrence is pending,

Enclosed for your review is the FAE (dated July 2012) for the proposed undertaking. The
FAE applies the Criteria of Adverse Effect set forth at 36 CFR 800.5(a)(1) to one Historic
Property determined eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places:

o 33-16598/CA-RIV-8712, Prehistoric multi-use site containing rock art, cupules,
rock shelters, midden, and milling features,

Pursuant o Stipulation X.A of the PA, FHWA has applied the Criteria of Adverse Effect sef
forth at 36 CFR 800.5(a)(1) and finds that the undertaking would have an adverse effect on
historic properties. :




As desctibed in the enclosed finding of effect document, the proposed undertaking will
result in an Adverse Effect to Site 36-16598.

FHWA. is consulting with the SHPO pursuant to 36 CFR 800.5 (¢) and Stipulation X.C.1. of
the Section 106 PA. and seeks concurrence on a Finding of Adverse Effect for the project.

If you have any questions, please contact Shawn Oliver, FHWA (916-390-1714; email:
shawn.oliver@dot.gov}, or Stephanie Stoermer, FITWA, (phone: 720-963-321 8), Thank you for
your assistance with this undertaking,

Sincerely,

flbol)f G

For
Vincent P, Mammano
Division Administrator

Enclosures: Finding of Adverse Effect for the Mid County Parkway Project (July
2012)

ce,
Carol Legard, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) (CD)
Stephaniec Stoermer, Federal Highway Administration (FHWA); (CD)
Shawn Oliver, Federal Highway Administration (FHWA); (CD)
Larty Vinzant, Federal Highway Administration (FHWA); (CD)
Tay Dam, Federal Highway Administration (FHWA); (CD)
Gabrielle Duff, Caltrans District 8, (CD)
Andrew Walters, Caltrans District 8; (CD)
Todd Jafike, Calirans Section 106 Coordination Branch Chief, hard
copy (3)
Cathy Bechtel, Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC); (CD)
Luther Salgado Sr., Cahuilla Band of Indians (CD)
Yvonne Markle, Cahuilla Band of Indians (CD)
Samuel Dunlap, Gabrieleno/Tongva Council/Gabrieleno Tongva (CD)
Adrian Morales, Gabrieleno/Tongva-San Gabriel Band of Missilndians (CD)
Anthony Morales, Gabrieleno/Tongva-San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians
(CD) )
Michael Contreras Jr., Morongo Band of Mission Indians (CD)
Anna Hoover, Pechanga Band of Luisefio Mission Indians (CD)
Matk Macarto, Pechanga Band of Luisefio Mission Indians (CD)
Paul Macarro, Pechanga Band of Luisefio Mission Indians (CD)




John Gomez, Jr., Ramona Band of Mission Indians (CD)
Joseph Hamilton, Ramona Band of Mission Indians (CD)
Joseph Ontiveros, Soboba Band of Luisefio Indians {(CD)
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U.S. Department California Division 650 Capitol Mail. Suite 4-1G0

of Transporiation Sacrarmnenta, CA 95814
Federai Highway Juby 31, 2012 {916} 498-5001
Administration (918) 468-6008 (fax)

In Reply Refer To:
HDA-CA

Ms. Amna M. Hoover, Cultural ‘Analyst -
Pechanga Band of Luiseno Mission Indians
P.O, Box 2183

Temecula, CA 92593

RE: Response to Pechanga Band of Luiseno Mission Indians Comment Letter on Draft Finding of
Effects for the Mid County Parkway Projest

Dear Ms. Hoover:

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) would like fo thank the Pechanga Band of Luisefio
Indians (Pechanga) for their April 23, 2012 letter and comments on the Mid County Parkway (MCP)
Finding of Effect (FOR) distributed to the Pechanga on March 23, 2012,

FHWA notes that the Pechanga expressed similar concerns in their February 22, 2012 comment letter
regarding the draft Historic Property Survey Report {(1PSR). On fune 14, 2012, FHWA pravided
clarification and detailed responses to the Pechanga’s comnients related fo the HPSR, The Pechanga’s
comments, as well as the comments received from the other Tribes consulting on the project, have been
carefully considered and have been incorporated into the revised draft documents 1o the extent possible.

This letter addresses several specific comments in the April 23, 2012 letter from Pechanga regarding the
MCP FOE document.

Specific Comments:

1. While the Tribe is not opposed to this Profect as a whole, the Tribe is opposed to any direc,
indirect and cunsdativé tmpacis this Project may have to tribal cultural resources, including
those impacts proposed to Paagve’ (P-33-016598) and the additiondal five culiural sites that that
were derermined to he not eligible for the NRHP (33-19862, «19863, -19364, -198635, -19566).
(See TRIBAL CONCERNS REGARDING THE ELIGIBILITY AND EFFECTS EVALUATION
Page 2, jivst paragraph). FHWA respectfully acknowledges the Pechanga’s concerns. As FHTWA
detailed in aur response letter of June 14, 2012, avoidanee and minimization efforts have
oceurred throughout the environmental analysis phase of the project in order to reduce the
potential number of cultural resources likely affected by the construction of the MCP. We will
continue to seek ways 1o avoid and minimize effects to Pagve ' (P-33-016398) throughout the
duration of the project.

2. As stated above and it ow previows conmuents, the Tribe does not agree with the
ineficibility dessrmination of the five sites. The Tribe fmows that these individwal aciivity areas
are part of a farger complex of "sites” that, when viewed at o landscape level, form a farger
habitation, or viflage, complex that siretches for several miles, (See TRIBAL CONCERNS
REGARDING THE ELIGIBILITY AND EFFECTS EVALUATION Puge 2, second paragraph)
FHWA respectlully acknowledges that the Pechanga are not in agreement with the eligibiliy
determination for sites 33-19862, ~19863, -19864, -19863, -19866. Woe appresiate the Pechanga’s
suggestions regarding the use of a landscape-leve] approach to evaluating these sites, Please note




f ]
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that since 33-19863 15 a historic archealogical site, consisting of the remains ol a historie
homestead and well, it seems unlikely that it should be included as part of a larger habitation or
village.

The Tribe requesis to coutinge working with the FHVWA, Caferans and RCTC

o eveld and preseive these sttes during the construction of the MCP. (See FRIBAL CONCERNS
REGARDING THE ELIGIBILITY AND EFFECTS EVALUATION Page 2, second paragroph).
The FHWA and other partner agencies on the' MCP project encourage continued consultation
amaong all interested parties and we weleome the opportunity o worek with the Pechanga and
other tribes on avoidance and minimization measures.

3. A8 36 CFR 8003t} (3N - Physical Destruction of or Damage to Al or Part of™ the
Properiy. Fhe Tribe conctws with the Calirans ' determination that destruction of the
novtheastern portion of Pacvo' is o advarse effect. Based upon the Information previousiy
provided, the Tribe spfl maittains thae It dogy not agree with the desirietion of the site,
regardless of the seientific evaduetion that this is o Jaon-contributing element™ to the villgee.
Page 3). FHWA respectfully acknowledges the Pechaiiza’s concerns and will comtinue 1o work
with the Pechanga and other tribes on aveidance and minimization measores,

3.1.3 36 CFR 800.3(aj(2)(li } - Removad of the Property from its Historic Location. The Tribe
conenrs e Pacee” witl not be removed firom its physical lacation such as a historic building
might be removed, however the soils thar are cusrentdy covering the imtact deposits of the village
will be removed. If these soils ave removed to annther focation within the Project APE, then an
adverse effect will occter per ehis eriterla. At this time, the Tribe requesis that none of the soils
that are to be overexcavated within the vilfuge be removed from their origina location to be
utitized elsewhere n the Project, The Tribe will consult further with FHWA, Caltvans and RCTC
regarding is issue and work towards developing-appropriare misigation- measures to-address
our concerns. (Page 3} FHWA respectfully acknowledges the Pechanga’s concerns regarding
the potential for removal and re-deposition of soil from Paevo’ aid Wwe will work with (he MCP
pariner agencics, the Pechanga and the other tribes to insure that soils removed from Paave’ will
not be wiilized clsewhere,

3.1 436 CFR 800.5(6j(2)(iv} - Change of the Character of the Property’s Use or of Physical
Featwres Within the Property's Setting that Contribute to its Historic Significance. The Tribe
argues that the MCP Project has already cansed an adverse effect to the character of the village
during the archavological excavarions of this area, ceremanial artifacts were unevversd and, due
fo the proposed furure impacts, had to be relocated and reburied [ a location that wes nort
proposed for development. The Tribe believes that, hiaf the Project not been praposed for this
arew. these vespurces wonld have been left to weather the nanwal cowrse of events the meestors
had intended. Therefore, because ceremonial artifacts wese hapacted, the Tribe believes that the
character of the vitlage has heen impacted and will likely continue to ke impacted ay additional
development scewrs for the MCP. { Pages 3-4) FHWA respecifully ackrowledges the Pechanga’s
concerns and we will work with the MCP partner agencies, the Pechanga and the other tribes to
tnsure that measures are developed that will minimize additional rnpacts 1o Pagve’,




s

TR LI 36 CFREQ I (ap2JM - Introduetion of Visual, Atmosphorie, or dudible Elememts tha
Diminisly the huegrity of ‘the Property’s Sipnificant Historie Featwres. The Tribe does not agree
with the conclusion Uat e viswal and awdibile elements are not adverse offiecrs. The argunent
Jor the critevia does nol sapport e conclusion. {Page Jj FHWA regpectiully acknowledaes the
Pechanga’s concerns regarding the intraduction of visual, atmospheric, or audible elements o
Paave ',

8. 318 Reavonably Foreseeable Effects Caused by the Undertaking that may Qecur Later in Time,
be Farther Removed in Disiance, or be Cunndative. The Tribe befieves that cumadeative impacts
will ocewr as o rexudl of 1he MCOP Profect, (Page 5). FHWA respectfully acknowledges the
Pechanga’s concerns related to cumlative effects From the MCP. Also, please vefer to Response
#6in FHWA s June 14, 2012 letter which describes the measures taken to address cumulative
and indirect effects in the technical studies.

9. The Tribe requests to continue to he involved and participate with the FHWA, Caltrans
and RCTC in developing the HPTP and the Memorandm of Agreement (MOA} that will ba
developed for this Projecr as well as appropriate miviqation measures 1o assist with avoidance,
short-term Praject mitigation and long-rerm preservaiion measures for Paavo ' (Page 3, last
paragraphi. As previously noted, the FHWA and other parier apencies on the MCP project
encourage continued consultation among all interested parties and we weleome the opporfunity lo
work with the Pechanga and other tribes on avoidance and minimization measures.

FHWA would like to thank you for vour commitment to the Native Anierican consultation effort for this

project. Please contact Shawn Oliver at 916-498-3048 or by email a1 shawn oliver@idat.oey or Stephanie
Stoermer of our Resource Center at 720-986-2830 or by email at stephanie stoermerdidot.gav if there are
questions or additional comments.

Sincerely,

/ 21 /)
W@Q{j/{, . S LN
For

Yincent P, Mammano
Division Administrator
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MEETING SUMMARY
MCP Meeting with the Soboba Band of Luisefio Indians

Thursday, Auguost 16, 2012
10:30 am — 11;30 am PST

Riverside County Transporiation Commission
4080 Lemon Sireet, 3rd Floor
Riverside, CA

ATTENDEES:

Joe Ontiveros, Soboba Band of Luisefio Indians
Stephanie Stoermer, FHWA (via telephone)
Gabrielle Duff, Caltrans

Gary Jones, Calirans

Karen Reichardt, Calirans

Cathy Bechtel, RCTC

Merideth Cann, Jacobs Engineering

Phil Fulton, LSA Associates

Terri Fulton, LSA Associates

Megan Ryan, LSA Associates (vid telephone)

L INTRODUCTIONS
H. PROJECT OVERVIEW AND STATUS

Cathy Bechtel (RCTC) provided a general overview of the original project and the current modified
project. Merideth Cann (Jacobs) followed with a map overview of the changes between the original
and modified project design, and the milestones completed so far.

I1I. DISCUSSION

Joe Ontiveros (Soboba Band of Luisefio Indians) opened the discussion by stating Soboba does have
the majority of the past MCP documents and they have been reviewing the reports as they receive
current notices regarding the MCP project; however he has a lot of questions about the project,
mainly the project status at this time, The following is a summary of the questions asked by Joe
Ontiveros with the answers provided by the agencies and project team:

Soboha: Of the three alternatives shown in Perris, which is favored?




RCTC: The City of Perris has identified Alternative 9 Modified as their locally preferred alternative.
RCTC has not identified a preferred alternative and will not do so for the Recirculated Draft
EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS; however a preferred alternative will be identified for the Final EIR/EIS,

Soboba: What is the preferred alternative based on?

RCTC: Impacts from the project throughout the City, like visual impacts, noise and air. Alternative 4
Modified has a 2-mile bridge over the Perris Drain, which is expensive and has visual impacts, and
Alternative 5 Modified goes through a future development area. The City prefers Alternative 9
Modified because it is the straighter, shorter and more direct alternative.

Soboba: Does Alternative 9 Modified avoid downtown Pesris?
RCTC/Jacobs: Yes, downtown is further south.

Soboba: No historic sites or buildings are impacted in the City of Perris?
LSA: No, there are no impacts to historic resources from any of the alternatives in the Perris area, and
all impacts to archacological sites are on the common alignment of all three alternatives.

Soboba; We deal with Perris a lot and we are always concerned about the Perris Indian School, but
that’s further south then, so MCP won’t affect it,
RCTC/LSA/Caltrans: Correct.

Soboba: What amendments to the draft environmental documents were made as a result of cultural
resources? The alignment hasn’t changed on the east; is there still room for comment?

RCTC: Absolutely.

Soboba: We have lots of concerns about that area. Did the comments that were made affect the
project?

Caltrans: Yes. There was a change of no effect to an adverse effect in the Finding of Effect (FOE)
document. Also, a lot of cultural resources dropped out with the change to the shorter alignment for
the project.

Jacobs: The western portion of the alignment that is no longer being considered had a lot of sites and
there were a lot of concerns about impacts, Once that was dropped the footprint was reduced by half
and those sites all dropped out.

Soboba: The big village site {33-16958) in the eastern end of the project that is still being impacted —
that is a site that we have been pushing to preserve for a lopg time. MCP is not the only project that
would be impacted the site. Southern California Edison (SCE) is putting a transmission line right
through the village. There is also a big housing development proposed. Does San Jacinto have a
preferred alternative?

RCTC: The City of San Jacinto has identified the southern design variation (San Jacinto South) that
is common to all three build alternatives as their preferred alignment. We are working in coordination
with the City.

Soboba: Has the City purchased any land?

RCTC: P’'m not sure. I know RCTC owns the southwest corner of the intersection. It used to be a gas
station.

Soboba: Are the mitigation measures unanimous for all the sites or specific for the large site (33-
16598)7




Caltrans: The only eligible site where there will be an effect is the large site. Once the FOR is
concurrent upon by the SHPO, the Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) will be produced. The MOA
contains the mitigation measures and tribes will be consulted in developing it.

RCTC: What is the timeframe for the MOA?

Caltrans: It occurs between the draft and final environmental documents. It is a small document with
attachments and tefls what we are going to implement. The MOA has to be executed before the final
environmental document,

RCTC: We are hoping for comments on the environmental document this fall so that means we
would be responding early next year to comments.

Soboba: Assuming there will be a freatment plan for cultural resources Soboba would like to request
that when the MOA,. is circulated and sent to the tribes, there is a call for mitigation measures from us
to address impacts to the site. It's very difficult for tribes to review the MOA when we don’t know
what the mitigation measures are and what we are agreeing to. We’d like a draft or rough sample of
the standards for dealing with the presence of historic properties to review at the same time. It makes
it easier for us to agree to the MOA when we know what’s coming.

Calirans: We envision getting lots of feedback from the tribes, having lots of back and forth and a
number of meetings ta discuss the mitigation measures.

Soboba: Different tribes have different views but we do work together. We work closely with the
Morongo (Band of Mission Indians). They don’t have a lot of resources and we give them updates
and monitor on their behalf sometimes. For the Villages of Lakeview project, we have a five party
agreement that includes us, Pechanga (Band of Luisefio Indians), Ramona (Band of Cahuilla Indians),
and San Manuel (Band of Serrano Mission Indians), and the developer on how to treat that site. So we
can work together. We made the agreement at the recommendation of the County (Riverside) so an
agreement between tribes is possible. We’d like to ook at the same kind of process with the MOA
and the treatment plan as well.

Caltrans to FHEWA: Do you have any thoughts on the MOA?

FOWA: Tthink it’s going fo take a great deal of consultation and tribal involvement up front. We
need to engage the tribes early. Do we have any feedback from San Manuel?

1.SA: No not yet. They were contacted for the project initially, but haven’t been involved again up to
now.

Soboba: They have a small department and may not have the resources but they may want to be
brought in to consult on this project. They have concerns about the village site. I'm glad to hear
FHWA refer to early consultation because ninety-nine percent of the time that’s the problem. Tribes
feel they don’t have enough time. It’s important to win the trust of tribes, That location (33-16598) is
very close to everybody, that’s why there is a lot of interest. It is one of the most powerful places that
stifl has most of is integrity in the valley. We have ceremonies and stories associated with it, and it
seemns it is always under attack, We are constantly battling to preserve it. If you could get the
documents (MOA, treatment plan) out together that would be the best thing. I know how Section 106
works but we can’t sign an MOA without knowing what’s to come, that’s just taking too big a leap.
FHWA.: I know how important that site is to you and how many groups and individuals have ties to
it. It would be counter-intuitive to send documents out to tribes without some degree of tribal
involvement; we would just be guessing what you want. The documents we have sent show a long
history of trying to weave through that area while doing the least amount of harm using thoughtful
engineering. Those documents show what measures have been taken. No one can expect you to agree
if you don’t have the necessary information,




RCTC: I hope the tribe recognizes that RCTC and Caltrans have tried to honor the importance of
consultation and keeping the tribes involved, and we will continue to give you lots of information and
the documents you need to consult. The goal continues to be ongoing and open consultation.

Soboba: There has been an improvement. I was asked if we wanted FHWA to be present at this
meeting today. I'm fine with meeting with just Caltrans in the future, but if things aren’t up to par I
will call on FITWA. to oversee the consultation; just so it is understood that it is still their
responsibility.

FHWA: 1 appreciate the apportunity to join in the consultation, even virtually, so I can hear firsthand
what your concerns are and can relay them to the folks in Sacramento. This is a good start and we will
always keep the lines of communication open, but Caltrans is probably your best local resource
because they are close to home. You can direct questions to Caltrans first, but FHWA is there and
aware of our responsibilities.

Sehoba: That’s great because we will call.

FHWA.: And sometimes it's best to address with a call and ask verbally instead of in a letter.
Soboba: So we will look out for the draft MOA. Can we get future documents in a Word format
instead of pdf? It’s casier for us fo comment.

RCTC: To be honest, we send pdfs because they can’t be altered and we fear that people may éry and
change things and then say that is the document they got. I can’t promise anything but I will note your
request. Maybe we can narrow it down to certain relevant sections.

Sohoba: We’'ll see after we get the first copy and I'll let you know. 1 also want to say that everything
discussed here today is confidential between the parties present.

RCTC: Ts there a way we can get a copy of the agreement you spoke about between tribes so we can
use it for reference? Is it a public document?

Soboba: No, but a signed copy was provided to the County and they should have it on file.

RCTC: I wonder if they can share it?

Caltrans; Maybe, with permission, Does Soboba have a similar agreement with SCE?

Soboba: No because it was federal, so we could not have the same kind of agreement that we could
with the county.

RCTC: Well it would be helpful for us to see so we can draft our own type of agreement when the
time comes. Does anyone have anything else to add?

ALL: No.

IV. ACTION ITEMS

A) Continued consuitation with Caltrans, and FHWA, if necessary.

B) Send the draft MOA and rough mitigation measures at the same time so tribes have the
necessary information to comment and participate in devising the mitigation measures that
will be included in the treatment plan.

V. CONCILUSION
The meeting concluded at 11:30 a.m.
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September 18, 2012

. L ‘Reply to: FHWA080215T
Vincent F. Mammano .
Federal Highway Administration
650 Capitol Mall, Suite 4-100
Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: Mid-County Parkway (MCP); Riverside County, California
Dear Mr, Mammano:

Thank you for requesting my comments pursuant to the 1 Jannary 2004 Programmatic Agreement
Among The Federal Highway Administration, The Advisory Council On Historic Preservation, The
California State Historic Preservation Officer, And The California Depariment Of Transportation
Regarding Compliance With Section 106 Of The Naional Historic Preservation Act, As It Pertains To
The Administration Of The Federal-Aid Highway Program In California (Federal-Aid Highway PA):
You have requested my concurrence in your findings of eligibility and effects the proposed
undertaking would have on historic properties. My staff has reviewed the documentation you
provided and I would like to offer the following comments.

The undertaking as currently proposed is a route of travel that would extend approximately 16
miles from Interstate 215 to State Route 79 in the vicinity of the Ramona Expressway. The
efforts 1o identify historic properties, during consideration of project alternatives, were larger
than the area of potential effect as defined for the current undertaking. The area of potential effect
for the current undertaking has been surveyed for historic properties. I do not object to those
efforts made to date.

You have assumed that pditural resource-33-3 653.,is'-éiigible for the National . Register of Historic.
Places. While you did not identify which criteria were being met, I believe the site coutd meet

criteria A, C, and D. You propose to avoid adverse effects to this property through establishment
of ESA. Ido not object to either of these findings.

Based on a previous request, I concurred that the CBJ Dairy, 33-15752, was not eligible for the -
National Register. That defermination remains unchanged as a result of the current efforts.

I concur that 33-16865, remnants of a historic-homestead, does not meet the criteria to be eligible
for the National Register for the reasons stated,

I concur that 33-16598/CA-RIV-8712 does meet National Register of Historic Places criferia,

- ---——_—'—--—'»——_--—ch)u-have-requestedmy_concm:rence_ﬂlat_atchaeological_sites_33;19_8_62. 33-19863, 33-19864.and

33-19866, that will be direcily impacted should the undertaking be implemented are not eligible
for the National Register given their limited data potential. I agree these cultural resources do




have limited data potential and have limited archacological values beyond the data already

" recorded; however, I did note the Tribes have expressed the point that these resources are
contributors to a cultural landscape. While these resources individually may not be eligible, they
may contribute to an as yet to be defined historic distriet located within the cultural landscape
identified by the Tribes.

As previously noted, when evaluating project alterpatives, a considerable amount of data was
gathered. I am requesting an evaluation of this data to determine if there is sufficient information
to determine if a Native American cultural/historic properties district may exist and if so, would
the resources in question, contribute to its significance. Irequest the applicant analyze existing
data including all cultural resources information used in selecting the project altetnative and the
information provided by the Tribes to determine if a National Register eligible district may exist
and if the cultural resources in question contribute to the district’s significance.

Another option to resolving the eligibility question regarding these propertics is to assume
cligibility and explore means for taking the effects of the undertaking into account. Since the
cultural resources that would be directly impacted by the undertaking have limited data potential,
1 am not proposing for consideration data recovery through archaeological excavation. Ido
request Federal Highway Administeation through Caltrans to the applicant consider options such
as expanding the record search previously conducted and continued consultation with the Tribes
to determine if such a historic district does exist and if there is additional ncedq and means for

" taking effects into account.

Once again thank you for requesting my comments, [ very much appreciate the efforts made to
date fo identify historic properties and evaluate effects. Should you have any questions or if my
staff can be of any further assistance, please contact Dwight Dutschke or Susan Stratton at 316-
445-7000.

.Sinceér: IQ
| Wraadhe,

Milford Wayne Donaiiison, FATA
State Historic Preservation Officer

Ce  Advisory Coureil on Historic Preservation
California Department of Transportation
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November 27, 2012

Mr. Paul Macarro 08-Riv-MCP-PM 0.0/31.7
Cultural Resources Center Mid County Parkway Project
Pechanga Band of Mission Indians EA 0F320

P.O. Box 1477

Temecula, CA 92593

Subject:  Revised Findings of Effect (FOE) for the Mid County Parkway Project,
08-Riv-MCP-PM 0.0/31.7, EA OF320 (LSA Project No. JCV531)

Dear Mr. Macarro:

The Federal Highway Administration (FEEWA) and the Riverside County Transportation
Commission (RCTC), in cooperation with the California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans) District 8, the County of Riverside, the City of San Jacinto, and the City of Perris,
propose to construct the Mid County Parkway (MCP), a new highway project in western
Riverside County, California. The project area is located in western Riverside County, primarily
along or parallel to the existing Ramona Expressway. In order to identify historic properties
within the area of potential effects (APE) as required by 36 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR)
800, the regulations implementing the National Hisforic Preservation Act (NHPA) and similar
requirements under the California Environmentat Quality Act (CEQA), the entire APE has been
inventoried for cultural resources,

On behalf of the FHWA, this letter is to inform you of the revised FOE. The draft FOR, which
was sent fo you for review on March 22, 2012, discussed a finding of an Adverse Effect for the
MCP project for Site 33-16598. The revised FOE discusses a finding of Adverse Effect for Site
33-16598, and also for four additional bedrock milling station sites that are within the MCP area
of direct impacts: Sites 33-19862, 33-19863, 33-19864, and 33-19866.

In 2008, a report presenting preliminary Determinations of Eligibility (DOE) and FOE was
prepared. The DOE in the 2008 DOE/FOE (Historic Property Survey Report [HPSR], Volume
i1, Attachment H) was that milling station Sites 33-19862, 33-19863, 33.19864, and 33-19866
are ineligible for the National Register of Historic Places (National Register); therefore, these

sttes were not addressed in the FOE that was sent fo you for review on March 22, 2012.
Following review by the Tribes, the HPSR and FOE were submitted to the State Historic
Preservation Officer (STIPO) for review and concurrence on July 31, 2012,

“Caftrans improves mobility across Californic®




Paul Macarro
November 27, 2012
Page 2

In his September 18, 2012, letter (copy attached), the SHPO concurred that these four cultural
resources have limited data potential and archaeological values beyond the data already
recorded, but noted that, based on comments from the Tribes, these resources individually may
not be eligible for the National Register, but may contribute to an as-yet-to-be-defined historic
district located within the cultural landscape identified by the Tribes. The SHPO, in his
September 18 letter, suggested as an option that these four sites be assumed eligible for the
undertaking and to explore means for taking the effects of the undertaking into account. For the
purposes of the current undertaking for the MCP project, these four sites are assumed eligible.
As these sites are all within the area of direct impacts of the MCP project, the FOE s an adverse
effect for Sites 33-19862, 33-19863, 33-19864, and 33-19866.

In summary, the FHWA has determined that the undertaking will have an adverse effect on Sites
33-16598, 33-19862, 33-19863, 33-19864, and 33-19866 within the MCP APE pursuant fo
Section 106 Programmatic Agreement Stipulation X.C. With the cooperation and assistance of
Caltrans, the FHWA is consulting with the SHPO regarding the resolution of adverse effects,
pursnant to Section 106 Programmatic Agreement Stipulation XTI, 36 CFR 800.6(z), and

800.6(b)(1).

Please call Terri Fulton or Phil Fulton at LSA Associates, Inc. (LSA) with any questions about the
revised FOE at (949) 553-0666, or you may send an email to terti.fulton@lsa-assoc.com or

phil fulton@lsa-assoc.com. Government-fo-government consultation questions and concems
should be directed to Stephanie Stoermer at the FHWA at (720) 963-3218 or
stephanie.stoermer@fhwa.dot.gov, or to Gary Jones at Caltrans at (909) 383-4045 or

gary_jones@dot.ca.gov.

Thank you for participating in this process. We look forward to continuing to work with you on
this project.

Sincerely,

e

Gary Jones
Associate Environmental Planner, Archaeologist

District Native American Coordinator
Environmental Support/Cultural Studies

Enclosures: CD containing the Draft FOE and all attachments SHPO Letter, September 18, 2012

cc:  Cathy Bechtel, RCTC (w/attachments)
Stephanie Stoermer, FHWA. (w/attachments)
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November 27, 2012

Mz, Joseph Hamilton, Council Member 08-Riv-MCP-PM 0.0/31.7
Ramona Band of Cahuilla Mission Indians Mid County Parkway Project
P.O. Box 391670 EA 0F320

Anza, CA 92539

Subject: Revised Findings of Effect (FOE) for the Mid County Parkway Project,
08-Riv-MCP-PM 0.0/31.7, EA OF320 (LSA Project No. JCV531)

Dear Mr. Hamilton:

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Riverside County Transportation
Commission (RCTC), in cooperation with the California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans) District 8, the County of Riverside, the City of San Jacinto, and the City of Perris,
propose fo construct the Mid County Parkway (MCP), a new highway project in western
Riverside Connty, California. The project area is located in western Riverside County, ptimarily
along or parailel fo the existing Ramona Expressway. In order to identify historic properties
within the area of potential effects (APE) as required by 36 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR)
800, the regulations implementing the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) and simifar
requirements under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the entire APE has been
inventoried for cultural resources.

On behalf of the FHWA, this letter is to inform you of the revised FOE. The draft FOE, which
was sent to you for review on March 22, 2012, discussed a finding of an Adverse Effect for the
MCP project for Site 33-16598. The revised FOE discusses a finding of Adverse Effect for Site
3316598, and also for four additional bedrock milling station sites that are within the MCP area
of direct impacts: Sites 33-19862, 33-19863, 33-19864, and 33-19866.

In 2008, a report presenting preliminary Determinations of Eligibility (DOE) and FOE was
prepared. The DOE in the 2008 DOE/FOE (Historic Property Survey Report [HPSR], Volume
111, Attachment H) was that milling station Sites 33-19862, 33-19863, 33-19864, and 33-19866
are ineligible for the National Register of Historic Places (National Register); therefore, these
sites were not addressed in the FOE that was sent to you for review on March 22, 2012,
Following review by the Tribes, the HPSR and FOE were submitted to the State Historic
Preservation Officer (SHPQO) for review and concurrence on July 31, 2012,

In his September 18, 2012, letter (copy attached), the SHPO concurred that these four cultural
resources have limited data potential and archaeological values beyond the data already
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recorded, but noted that, based on comments from the Tribes, these resources individually may
not be eligible for the National Register, but may contribute to an as-yet-to-be-defined historic
district located within the cultural landscape identified by the Tribes. The SHPO, in his
September 18 letter, suggested as an option that these four sites be agsumed eligible for the
undertaking and to explore means for taking the effects of the undertaking into account. For the
purposes of the current undertaking for the MCP project, these four sites are assumed eligible.
As these sifes are all within the area of direct impacts of the MCP project, the FOE is an adverse
effect for Sites 33-19862, 33-19863, 33-19864, and 33-19866.

In summary, the FHWA has determined that the undertaking will have an adverse effect on Sites
33-16598, 33-19862, 33-19863, 33-19864, and 33-19866 within the MCP APE pursuant to
Section 106 Programmatic Agreement Stipulation X.C, With the cooperation and assistance of
Caltrans, the FHWA is consulting with the SHPO regarding the resolution of adverse effects,
pursuant to Section 106 Programumatic Agreement Stipulation XI, 36 CFR 800.6(a), and

800.6(b)(1).

Please call Terri Fulton or Phil Fulton at LSA Associates, Inc. (LSA) with any questions about the
revised FOE at (949) 553-0666, or youmay send an email to terri. fulfon@]lsa-assoc.com or
phil.fulton@lsa-assoc.com. Government-to-government consultation questions and concerns
should be directed fo Stephanie Stoermer at the FHWA at (720} 963-3218 or
stephanie.stoermer@fhwa.dot.gov, ot to Gary Jones at Caltrans at (909) 383-4045 or

gary_jones@dot.ca.gov.

Thank you for patticipating in this process, We look forward to continuing to work with you on
this project.

Sincerely,
/
Gary Jones
Associate Environmental Planner, Archaeologist

District Native American Coordinator
Environmental Support/Cultural Studies

Enclosures: CI> containing the Draft FOE and all attachments SHPO Letter, September 18, 2012

cc:  Cathy Bechtel, RCTC (w/attachments)
Stephanie Stoermer, FHWA (w/attachments)
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Mz, John Gomez, I, 08-Riv-MCP-PM 0.0/31.7
Caltural Resources Coordinator Mid County Parkway Project
Ramona Band of Cahuilla Mission Indians EA 0F320

P.O. Box 391670

Anza, CA 92539

Subject:  Revised Findings of Effect (FOE) for the Mid County Parkway Project,
08-Riv-MCP-PM 0.0/31.7, EA OF320 (LSA Project No. JCV531)

Dear Mr. Gomez:

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Riverside County Transportation
Commission (RCTC), in cooperation with the California Depattment of Transportation
(Caltrans} District 8, the County of Riverside, the City of San Jacinto, and the City of Pertis,
propose to construct the Mid County Parkway (MCP), a new highway project in western
Riverside County, California. The project area is located in western Riverside County, primarily
along or parallel to the existing Ramona Expressway. In order to identify historic properties
within the area of potential effects (APE) as required by 36 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR)
800, the regulations implementing the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) and similar
requirements under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the entite APE has been
inventoried for cultural resources.

On behalf of the FLIWA, this letter is to inform you of the revised FOE, The draft FOE, which
was sent to you for review on March 22, 2012, discussed a finding of an Adverse Effect for the
MCP project for Site 33-16598. The revised FOE discusses a finding of Adverse Effect for Site
33-16598, and also for four additional bedrock milling station sites that are within the MCP area
of direct impacts: Sites 33-19862, 33-19863, 33-19864, and 33-19866,

In 2008, a repott presenting preliminary Determinations of Eligibility (DOE) and FOE was
prepared. The DOE in the 2008 DOE/FOE (Historic Property Survey Report [HPSR], Volume
111, Attachment H) was that milling station Sites 33-19862, 33-19863, 33-19864, and 33-19866
are ineligible for the National Register of Historic Places (National Register); therefore, these
sites were not addressed in the FOE that was sent to you for review on March 22, 2012,
Following review by the Tiibes, the HPSR and FOE were submitied to the State Historic
Preservation Officer (SHPO) for review and concurrence on July 31, 2012,

"Caltrans improves mobility across California®




John Gomez Jr.
November 27, 2012
Page 2

In his September 18, 2012, letter (copy attached), the SHPO concutred that these four cultural
resources have limited data potential and archacological values beyond the data already
recorded, but noted that, based on comments from the Tribes, these resources individually may
not be eligible for the National Register, but may contribute to an as-yet-to-be-defined historic
district located within the cultural landscape identified by the Tribes. The SHPO, in his
September 18 letter, suggested as an option that these four sites be assumed eligible for the
undertaking and to explore means for taking the effects of the undestaking into account. For the
purposes of the current undertaking for the MCP project, these four sites are assumed eligible.
As these sites are all within the area of direct impacts of the MCP project, the FOR is an adverse
effect for Sites 33-19862, 33-19863, 3319864, and 33-19866.

In summary, the FHWA has determined that the undertaking will have an adverse effect on Sites
33-16598, 33-19862, 33-19863, 33-19864, and 33-19866 within the MCP APE pursuant o
Section 106 Programumatic Agreement Stipulation X.C. With the cooperation and assistance of
Caltrans, the FHWA is consulting with the SHPO regarding the resolution of adverse effects,.
pursuant to Section 106 Programmatic Agreement Stipulation XT, 36 CFR 800.6(2), and

800.6(b)(1).

Please call Terri Fulton or Phil Fulton at LSA Associates, Ine. (LSA) with any questions about the
revised FOE at (949) 553-0666, or you may send an email to terri, flton@lsa-assoc.com or

phil fulton@lsa-assoc.com. Government-to-government consultation questions and concerns
should be directed to Stephanie Stoermer at the FHWA at (726) 963-3218 or
stephanie.stoermer@fhwa.dot.gov, or to Gary Jones at Caltrans at (909) 383-4045 or
gary_jones@dot.ca.gov.

Thank you for participating in this process. We Jook forward to continuing to work with you on
this project,

Sincerely,

e f

Gary Jones

Associate Environmental Planner, Archaeologist
District Native American Coordinator
Environmental Support/Cultural Studies

Enclosures: CD containing the Draft FOE and all attachments SHPO Letter, September 18, 2012

ce:  Cathy Bechtel, RCTC (w/attachments)
Stephanie Stoermer, FHWA (w/attachments)
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Mr. Michael Contreras

Cultural Heritage Program Coordinator
Morongo Band of Mission Indians
12700 Pumarra Road

Banning, CA 92220
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Be energy efficient!

08-Riv-MCP-PM 0.0/31.7
Mid County Parkway Project
EA 0F320

Subject: Revised Findings of Effect (FOE) for the Mid County Parkway Project,
08-Riv-MCP-PM 0.0/31.7, EA OF320 (LSA Project No. JCV531)

Dear Mr. Contreras:

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Riverside County Transportation
Commission (RCTC), in cooperation with the California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans) District 8, the County of Riverside, the City of San Jacinto, and the City of Perris,
propose to construct the Mid County Parkway (MCP), a new highway project in western
Riverside County, California. The project area is located in western Riverside County, primarily
along or parallel to the existing Ramona Expressway. In order to identify historic properties
within the area of potential effects (APE) as required by 36 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR)
800, the regulations implementing the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) and similar
requirements under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the entire APE has been

inventoried for cultural resources.

On behalf of the FHWA, this letter is to inform you of the revised FOE. The draft FOE, which
was sent to you for review on March 22, 2012, discussed a finding of an Adverse Effect for the
MCP project for Site 33-16598. The revised FOE discusses a finding of Adverse Effect for Site
33-16598, and also for four additional bedrock milling station sites that are within the MCP area
of direct impacts: Sites 33-19862, 33-19863, 33-19864, and 33-19866.

In 2008, a report presenting preliminary Determinations of Eligibility (DOE) and FOE was
prepared. The DOE in the 2008 DOE/FOE (Historic Property Survey Report [HPSR], Volume
Iil, Attachment H) was that milling station Sites 33-19862, 3319863, 33-19864, and 33-19866
are ineligible for the National Register of Historic Places (National Register); therefore, these
sites were not addressed in the FOE that was sent to you for review on March 22, 2012,
Following review by the Tribes, the HPSR and FOE were submitted to the State Historic
Preservation Officer (SHPO) for review and concurrence on July 31, 2012.
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In his September 18, 2012, letter (copy attached), the SHPO concurred that fhese four cultural
resources have limited data potential and archaeological values beyond the data already
recorded, but noted that, based on comments from the Tribes, these resources individually may
not be eligible for the National Register, but may contribute to an as-yet-to-be-defined historic
district located within the cultural landscape identified by the Tribes. The SHPO, in his
September 18 letter, suggested as an option that these four sites be assumed eligible for the
undertaking and to explore means for taking the effects of the undertaking into account. For the
purposes of the current undertaking for the MCP project, these four sites are assumed eligible.
As these sites are all within the area of direct impacts of the MCP project, the FOE is an adverse
effect for Sites 33-19862, 33-19863, 33-19864, and 33-19866.

In summary, the FHWA has determined that the undertaking will have an adverse effect on Sites
33-16598, 33-19862, 33-19863, 33-19864, and 33-19866 within the MCP APE pursuant to
Section 106 Programmatic Agreement Stipulation X.C. With the cooperation and assistance of
Caltrans, the FHWA is consulting with the SHPO regarding the resolution of adverse effects,
pursuant to Section 106 Programmatic Agreement Stipulation X1, 36 CFR 800.6(a), and

800.6(b)(1).

Please call Terri Fulton or Phil Fulton at LSA Associates, Inc. (LSA) with any questions about the
revised FOE at (949) 553-0666, or you may send an email to terri.fulton@lsa-assoc.com or
phil.fulton@lsa-assoc.com. Government-to-government consuliation questions and concerns
should be directed to Stephanie Stoermer at the FHWA at (720) 963-3218 or
stephanie.stoermer@fhwa.dot.gov, or to Gary Jones at Calirans at (909) 383-4045 or

gary_jones@dot.ca.gov.

Thank you for participating in this process. We look forward to contimuing to work with you on.
this project.

Sincerely,

e f

Gary Jones
Associate Environmental Planner, Archaeologist

District Native American Coordinator
Environmental Support/Cultural Studies

Enclosures: CD containing the Draft FOE and all attachments SHPO Letter, September 18, 2012

ce:  Cathy Bechtel, RCTC (w/attachments)
Stephanie Stoermer, FHWA (w/attachments)
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Mr. Joseph Ontiveros 08-Riv-MCP-PM 0.0/31.7
Cultural Resources Director Mid County Parkway Project
Soboba Band of Luisefio Indians EA 0F320

P.O. Box 487

San Jacinto, CA 92581

Subject:  Revised Findings of Effect (FOE) for the Mid County Parkway Project,
08-Riv-MCP-PM 0.0/31.7, EA OF320 (LSA Project No. JCV531)

Dear Mr, Ontiveros:

The Federal Highway Administration (FIIWA) and the Riverside County Transportation
Commission (RCTC), in cooperation with the California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans) District 8, the County of Riverside, the City of San Jacinto, and the City of Perris,
propose to construct the Mid County Parkway (MCP), a new highway project in western
Riverside County, California. The project area is located in western Riverside County, primarily
along or parallel to the existing Ramona Expressway. In order to identify historic properties
within the area of potential effects (APE) as required by 36 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR)
800, the regulations implementing the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) and similar
requirements under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the entire APE has been
inventoried for cultural resources.

On behalf of the FHWA, this letter is o inform you of the revised FOE. The draft F OE, which
was sent to you for review on March 22, 2012, discussed a finding of an Adverse Effect for the
MCP project for Site 33-16598. The revised FOE discusses a finding of Adverse Effect for Site
33-16598, and also for four additional bedrock milling station sites that are within the MCP area
of direct impacts: Sites 33-19862, 33-19863, 33-19864, and 33-19866.

In 2008, a report presenting preliminary Determinations of Eligibility (DOE) and FOE was
prepared. The DOE in the 2008 DOE/FOE (Historic Property Survey Report [HPSR], Volume
I1I, Attachment H) was that milling station Sites 33-19862, 33-19863, 33-19864, and 33-19866
are ineligible for the National Register of Historic Places (National Register); therefore, these
sites were not addressed in the FOE that was sent to you for review on March 22, 2012.
Following review by the Tribes, the HPSR and FOE were submitted to the State Historic
Preservation Officer (SHPO) for review and concurrence on July 31, 2012.
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In his September 18, 2012, letter (copy attached), the SHPO concurred that these four cultural
resources have limited data potential and archacological values beyond the data already
recorded, but noted that, based on comments from the Tribes, these resources individually may
not be eligible for the National Register, but may contribute to an as-yet-to-be-defined historic
district located within the cultural landscape identified by the Tribes. The SHPO, in his
September 18 letter, suggested as an option that these four sites be assumed eligible for the
undertaking and to explore means for taking the effects of the undertaking into account. For the
purposes of the current undertaking for the MCP project, these four sites are assumed eligible.
As these sites are all within the area of direct impacts of the MCP project, the FOE is an adverse
effect for Sites 33-19862, 33-19863, 33-19864, and 33-19866.

In summary, the FHWA has detenmined that the undertaking will have an adverse effect on Sites
33-16598, 33-19862, 33-19863, 33-19864, and 33-19866 within the MCP APE pursuant to
Scction 106 Programmatic Agreement Stipulation X.C, With the cooperation and assistance of
Caltrans, the FHWA is consnlting with the SHPO regarding the resolution of adverse effects,
pursuant o Section 106 Programmatic Agreement Stipulation X1, 36 CFR 800.6(a), and

800.6(b)(1).

Please call Terri Fulton or Phil Fulton at LSA Associates, Inc. (LSA) with any questions about the
revised FOE at (949) 553-0666, or you may send an email to terri.fulton@lsa-assoe.com or

phil. fulton@lsa-assoc.com. Government-to-government consultation questions and concerns
should be directed to Stephanie Stoermer at the FHWA at (720) 963-3218 or
stephanie.stoermer@fhwa.dot.gov, or to Gary Jones at Caltrans at (909) 383-4045 or

gary_jones(@dot.ca.gov.

Thank you for participating in this process. We look forward to continuing to work with you on
this project.

Sincerely,

Gary Jones

Associate Environmental Planner, Archaeologist
District Native American Coordinator
Environmental Support/Cultural Studies

Enclosures: CD containing the Draft FOE and all attachments SHPO Letter, September 18, 2012

ce:  Cathy Bechtel, RCTC (w/attachments)
Stephanie Stoermer, FHWA (w/attachments)
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November 27, 2012

Mr. Sam Dunlap, Secretary 08-Riv-MCP-PM 0.0/31.7
Gabrielino/Tongva Council/Gabrielino/Tongva Mid County Parkway Project
Nation EA 0F320

P.0O. Box 86908
Los Angeles, CA 90086

Subject:  Revised Findings of Effect (FOE) for the Mid County Parkway Project,
08-Riv-MCP-PM 0.0/31.7, EA OF320 (.SA Project No. JCV531)

Dear Mr. Dunlap:

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Riverside County Transportation
Commission (RCTC), in cooperation with the California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans) District 8, the County of Riverside, the City of San Jacinto, and the City of Perris,
propose to construct the Mid County Parkway (MCP), a new highway project in western
Riverside County, California. The project area is located in western Riverside County, primarily
along or parallel fo the existing Ramona Expressway. In order to identify historie properties
within the area of potential effects (APE) as required by 36 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR)
800, the regulations implementing the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) and similar
requirements under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the entire APE has been
inventoried for cultural resources.

On behalf of the FHWA, this letter is to inform you of the revised FOE. The draft FOE, which
was sent to you for review on March 22, 2012, discussed a finding of an Adverse Effect for the
MCP project for Site 33-16598. The revised FOE discusses a finding of Adverse Effect for Site
33-16598, and also for four additional bedrock milling station sites that are within the MCP area
of direct impacts: Sites 33-19862, 33-19863, 33-19864, and 33-19866.

In 2008, a report presenting preliminary Determinations of Eligibility (DOE) and FOE was
prepared. The DOE in the 2008 DOE/FOE (Historic Property Survey Report [HPSR], Volume
III, Attachment H) was that milling station Sites 33-19862, 33-19863, 33-19864, and 33-19866
are ineligible for the National Register of Historic Places (National Register); therefore, these
sites were not addressed in the FOE that was sent to you for review on March 22, 2012,
Following review by the Tribes, the HPSR and FOE were submitted to the State Historic
Preservation Officer (SHPO) for review and concurrence on July 31, 2012,
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In his Septeraber 18, 2012, letter (copy attached), the SHPQ concurred that these four cultural
resources have limited data potential and archaeologicat values beyond the data already
recorded, but noted that, based on comments from the Tribes, these resources individually may
not be eligible for the National Register, but may contribute to an as-yet-to-be-defined historic
district located within the cultural landscape identified by the Tribes, The SHPO, in his
September 18 Ietter, suggested as an option that these four sites be assumed eligible for the
undertaking and to explore means for taking the effects of the undertaking into account. For the
purposes of the current undertaking for the MCP project, these four sites are assumed eligible.
As these sites are all within the area of direct impacts of the MCP project, the FOE is an adverse
effect for Sites 33-19862, 33-19863, 33-19864, and 33-19866.

In summary, the FHWA has determined that the undertaking will have an adverse effect on Sites
33-16598, 33-19862, 33-19863, 33-19864, and 33-19866 within the MCP APE pursuant to
Section 106 Programmatic Agreement Stipulation X.C. With the cooperation and assistance of
Caltrans, the FHWA is consulting with the SHPO regarding the resolution of adverse effects,
pursuant to Section 106 Programmatic Agreement Stipulation X1, 36 CFR 800.6(a), and

800.6(b)(1).

Please call Terri Fulton or Phil Fulton at LSA Associates, Inc. (LSA) with any questions about the
revised FOE at (949) 553-0666, or you may send an email to terri fulton@lsa-assoc.com or

phil fulton@lsa-assoc.com. Government-to-government consultation gnestions and concems
should be directed to Stephanic Stoermer at the FHWA at (720) 963-3218 or
stephanie.stoermer@fhwa.dot.gov, or to Gary Jones at Caltrans at (909) 383-4045 or

gary_jones@dot.ca.gov.

Thank you for participating in this process. We look forward to continuing to work with you on
this project.

Sincerely,

o foe

Gary Jones
Associate Environmental Planner, Archaeologist

Disfrict Native American Coordinator
Environmental Support/Cultural Studies

Enclosures: CD containing the Draft FOE and all attachments SHPO Letter, September 18, 2012

cc:  Cathy Bechtel, RCTC (w/attachuments)
Stephanie Stoermer, FHWA (w/attachments)
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Anthony Morales, Chairperson 08-Riv-MCP-PM 0.0/31.7
Gabrieleno/Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mid County Parkway Project
Mission Indians EA 0F320

P.O. Box 693

San Gabriel, CA 91778

Subject:  Revised Findings of Effect (FOE) for the Mid County Parkway Project,
08-Riv-MCP-PM 0.0/31.7, EA OF320 (LSA Project No. JCV531)

Dear Mr, Morales:

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Riverside County Transportation
Commission (RCTC), in cooperation with the California Department of Transportation
(Calirans) District 8, the County of Riverside, the City of San Jacinto, and the City of Perris,
propose to construct the Mid County Parkway (MCP), a new highway project in western
Riverside County, California. The project area is located in western Riverside County, primarily
along or parallel to the existing Ramona Expressway. In order to identify historic properties
within the area of potential effects (APE) as required by 36 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR)
800, the regulations implementing the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) and similar
requirements under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the entire APE has been
inventoried for cultural resources.

On behalf of the FHWA, this letter is to inform you of the revised FOE. The draft FOE, which
was sent to you for review on March 22, 2012, discussed a finding of an Adverse Effect for the
MCP project for Site 33-16598. The revised FOE discusses a finding of Adverse Effect for Site
33-16598, and also for four additional bedrock milling station sites that ave within the MCP area
of direct impacts: Sites 33-19862, 33-19863, 33-19864, and 33-19866.

In 2008, a report presenting preliminary Determinations of Eligibility (DOE) and FOE was
prepared. The DOE in the 2008 DOE/FOE (Historic Property Sutvey Report [HPSR], Volume
[TI, Attachment H)} was that milling station Sites 33~19862, 33-19863, 33-19864, and 33-19866
are ineligible for the National Register of Historic Places (National Register); therefore, these
sites were not addressed in the FOE that was sent to you for review on March 22, 2012.
Following review by the Tribes, the HPSR and FOE were submitted to the State Historic
Preservation Officer (SHPO) for review and concurrence on July 31, 2012,
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In his September 18, 2012, Ietter (copy attached), the SHPO concurred that these four cultural
resources have limited data potential and archaeological values beyond the data already
recorded, but noted that, based on comments from the Tribes, these resources individually may
not be eligible for the National Register, but may coniribute to an as-yet-to-be-defined historic
district located within the cultural landscape identified by the Tribes. The SHPO, in his
September 18 letter, suggested as an option that these four sites be assumed eligible for the
undertaking and to explore means for taking the effects of the undertaking into account. For the
purposes of the current undertaking for the MCP project, these four sites are assumed eligible.
As these sites are all within the area of direct impacts of the MCP project, the FOE is an adverse
effect for Sites 33-19862, 33-19863, 33-19864, and 33-19866.

In summary, the FHWA has determined that the undertaking will have an adverse effect on Sites
33-16598, 33-19862, 33-19863, 33-19864, and 33-19866 within the MCP APE pursuant to
Section 106 Programmatic Agreement Stipulation X.C. With the cooperation and assistance of
Caltrans, the FHWA. is consulting with the SHPO regarding the resolution of adverse effects,
pursuant to Section 106 Programmatic Agreement Stipulation X1, 36 CFR 800.6(g), and

$00.6(b)(1).

Please call Terri Fulton or Phil Fulton at LSA Associates, Inc. (LSA) with any questions about the
revised FOE at (949) 553-0666, or you may send an email to terri.fulton(@lsa-assoc.com or
phil.fulton@lsa-assoc.com. Government-to-government consultation questions and concemns
should be directed to Stephanie Stoermer at the FHIWA at (720) 963-3218 or

stephanie. stoermer@fhwa.dot.gov, or to Gary Jones at Caltrans at (909) 383-4045 or

gary_jones@dot.ca.gov.

Thank you for participating in this process, We look forward to continuing to work with you on
this project.

Sincerely,

Gary Jones
Associate Environmental Planner, Archaeologist

District Native American Coordinator
Environmental Support/Cultural Studies

Enclosures: CD containing the Draft FOE and all attachments SHPO Letter, September 18, 2012

ce:  Cathy Bechtel, RCTC (w/attachments)
Stephanie Stoermer, FHWA (w/attachments)
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November 27, 2012

Adrian Morales 08-Riv-MCP-PM 0.0/31.7
Cultural Resource Management Mid County Parkway Project
Gabrieleno/Tongva San Gabriel Band of EA OF320

Mission Indians

P.O. Box 693

San Gabriel, CA 91778

Subject: Revised Findings of Effect (FOE) for the Mid County Parkway Project,
08-Riv-MCP-PM 0.0/31.7, EA OF320 (LSA Project No. JCV531)

Dear Mr. Morales:

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Riverside County Transportation
Commission (RCTC), in cooperation with the California Department of Transportation
{Caltrans) District 8, the County of Riverside, the City of San Jacinto, and the City of Perris,
propose to construct the Mid County Parkway (MCP), a new highway project in western
Riverside County, California. The project area is located in western Riverside County, primarily
along or parallel to the existing Ramona Expressway. In order to identify historic properties
within the area of potential effects (APE) as required by 36 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR)
800, the regulations implementing the National Histotic Preservation Act (NHPA) and similar
requirensents under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the entire APE has been
inventoried for cuttural resources.

On behalf of the FHWA, this letter is to inform you of the revised FOE. The draft FOE, which
was sent to you for review on March 22, 2012, discussed a finding of an Adverse Effect for the
MCP project for Site 33-16598. The revised FOE discusses a finding of Adverse Effect for Site
33-16598, and also for four additional bedrock milling station sites that are within the MCP area
of direct impacts; Sites 33-19862, 33-19863, 33-19864, and 33-19866.

In 2008, a report presenting preliminary Determinations of Eligibility (DOE) and FOE was
prepared. The DOE in the 2008 DOE/FOE (Historic Property Survey Report [HPSR), Volume
111, Attachment H} was that milling station Sites 33-19862, 33-19863, 33-19864, and 33-19866
are ineligible for the National Register of Historic Places (National Register); therefore, these
sites were not addressed in the FOE that was sent to you for review on March 22, 2012,
Following review by the Tribes, the HPSR and FOE were submitted to the State Historic
Presexvation Officer (SHPO) for review and concurrence on July 31, 2012.
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In his September 18, 2012, letter (copy attached), the SHPO concurred that these four cultural
resources have limited data potential and archaeological values beyond the data already
recorded, but noted that, based on comments from the Tribes, these resowuzces individually may
not be eligible for the National Register, but may contribute to an as-yet-to-be-defined historic
district Jocated within the culfural landscape identified by the Tribes. The SHPO, in his
September 18 letter, suggested as an option that these four sites be assumed eligible for the
undertaking and to explore mearis for taking the effects of the undertaking into account. For the
purposes of the cutrent undertaking for the MCP project, these four sites are assumed eligible.
As these sites are all within the area of direct impacis of the MCP project, the FOE is an adverse
effect for Sites 33-19862, 33-19863, 33-19864, and 33-19866.

In surnmary, the FHWA has determined that the undertaking will have an adverse effect on Sites
33-16598, 33-19862, 33-19863, 33-19864, and 33-19866 within the MCP APE pursuant to
Section 106 Programmatic Agreement Stipulation X.C. With the cooperation and assistance of
Caltrans, the FHWA is consulling with the SHPO regarding the resolution of adverse effects,
putsuant to Section 106 Programmatic Agreement Stipulation X1, 36 CFR 800.6(a), and

300.6(b)(1).

Please call Terri Fulton or Phil Fulton at LSA Associates, Inc. (LSA) with any questions about the
revised FOE at (949) 5530666, or you may send an email fo terri.fulton@lsa-assoc.com or
phil.fulton@lsa-assoc.com. Government-to-government consultation questions and concerns
should be directed to Stephanie Stoermer at the FHWA at (720) 963-3218 or
stephanie.stoermer@fhwa.dot.gov, or to Gary Jones at Caltrans at (909) 383-4045 or

gary_jones(@dot.ca.gov.

Thank you for participating in this process. We look forward to continuing to work with you on
his project.

Sincerely, 77

//
D Jpe
Gary Jones

Associate Environmental Planner, Archaeologist
District Native American Coordinator
Environmental Support/Cultural Studies

Enclosures: CD containing the Draft FOE and all attachments SHPO Letter, September 18, 2012

cc;  Cathy Bechtel, RCTC (w/attachments)
Stephanie Stoermer, FHWA (w/attachments)
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November 27, 2012

Mr. Luther Salgado Sr., Chairperson 08-Riv-MCP-PM 0.0/31.7
Cahuilla Band of Indians Mid County Parkway Project
P.O. Box 391760 EA 0F320

Anza, CA 92539

Subject:  Revised Findings of Effect (FOE) for the Mid County Parkway Project,
08-Riv-MCP-PM 0.0/31.7, EA OF320 (LSA Project No. JCV531)

Dear Mr, Salgado:

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Riverside County Transpostation
Commission (RCTC), in cooperation with the California Departinent of Transportation
(Caltrans) District 8, the County of Riverside, the City of San Jacinto, and the City of Perris,
propose to construct the Mid County Parkway (MCP), a new highway project in western
Riverside County, California. The project area is located in western Riverside County, primarily
along or parallel to the existing Ramona Expressway. In order to identify historic properties
within the area of potential effects (APE) as required by 36 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR)
800, the regulations implementing the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) and similar
requirements under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the entire APE has been
inventoried for cultural resources.

On behalf of the FHWA, this letter is to inform you of the revised FOE, The draft FOE, which
was sent to you for review on March 22, 2012, discussed a finding of an Adverse Effect for the
MCP project for Site 33-16598. The revised FOE discusses a finding of Adverse Fffect for Site
33-16598, and also for four additional bedrock milling station sites that are within the MCP area
of direct impacts: Sites 33-19862, 33-19863, 33-19864, and 33-19866.

In 2008, ateport presenting preliminary Determinations of Eligibility (DOE) and FOE was
prepated. The DOE in the 2008 DOE/FOE (Historic Property Survey Report [HPSR], Volume
IH, Attachment H) was that milling station Sites 33-19862, 33-19863, 33-19864, and 33-19866
are ineligible for the National Register of Historic Places (National Register); therefore, these
sites were not addressed in the FOE that was sent to you for review on March 22, 2012.
Following review by the Tribes, the HPSR and FOE were submitted to the State Historic
Preservation Officer (SHPO) for review and concurrence on July 31, 2012.
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In his September 18, 2012, letter (copy attached), the SHPO concurred that these four cultural
resources have limited data potential and archaeological values beyond the data already
recorded, but noted that, based on comments from the Tribes, these resources individually may
not be eligible for the National Register, but may contribute to an as-yet-to-be-defined historie
district located within the cultural landscape identified by the Ttibes. The SHPO, in his
September 18 letter, suggested as an option that these four sites be assurned eligible for the
undertaking and to explore means for taking the effects of the undertaking into account. For the
purposes of the current undertaking for the MCP project, these four sites are assumed eligible.
As these sifes are all within the area of direct impacts of the MCP project, the FOE is an adverse
effect for Sites 33-19862, 33-19863, 33-19864, and 33-19866.

In summary, the FHWA has determined that the undertaking will have an adverse effect on Sites
33-16598, 33-19862, 33-19863, 33-19864, and 33-19866 within the MCP APE pursuan to
Section 106 Programmatic Agreement Stipulation X.C. With the cooperation and assistance of
Caltrans, the FHWA is consulting with the SHPO regarding the resolution of adverse effects,
pursuant to Section 106 Programmatic Agreement Stipulation XI, 36 CFR 800.6(a), and

800.6(b)(1).

Please call Terri Fulton or Phil Fulton at LSA Associates, Inc. (LSA) with any questions about the
revised FOE at (949) 553-0666, or you may send an email to terri. fulton@lsa-assoc.com or

phil fulton@lsa-assoc.com. Government-to-government consultation questions and concerns
should be directed to Stephanie Stoermer at the FHWA at (720) 963-3218 or
stephanie.stoermer@fhwa.dot.gov, or to Gary Jones at Caltrans at (909) 383-4045 or

gary_jones@dot.ca.gov.

Thank you for participating in this process. We look forward to continuing to work with youn on
this project. :

Sincerely,

’L-'-?,.—-

Gary Jones

Associate Environmental Planner, Archacologist
District Native American Coordinator
Environmental Support/Cultural Studies

Enclosures: CD containing the Draft FOE and all attachments SHPO Letter, September 18, 2012

cc:  Cathy Bechtel, RCTC (w/attachments)
Stephanie Stoermer, FHWA (w/attachments)
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November 27, 2012

Ms. Yvomne Markel, Environmental Profection 08-Riv-MCP-PM 0.0/31.7
Officer Mid County Parkway Project
Cahuilla Band of Indians EA0F320

P.0. Box 391760

Anza, CA 92539

Subject: Revised Findings of Effect (FOE) for the Mid County Parkway Project,
08-Riv-MCP-PM 0.0/31.7, EA OF320 (LSA Project No. ICV531)

Dear Ms. Markel:

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Riverside County Transportation
Commission (RCTC), in cooperation with the California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans) District 8, the County of Riverside, the City of San Jacinto, and the City of Perris,
propose to construct the Mid County Parkway (MCP), a new highway project in western
Riverside County, California, The project area is located in western Riverside County, primarily
along or parallel to the existing Ramona Expressway. In order to identify historic properties
within the area of potential effects (APE) as required by 36 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR)
800, the regulations imaplementing the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) and similar
requirements under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the entire APE has been
inventoried for cultural resources.

On behalf of the FHW A, this letter is to inform you of the revised FOE. The draft FOE, which
was sent to you for review on March 22, 2012, discussed a finding of an Adverse Effect for the
MCP project for Site 33-16598. The revised FOE discusses a finding of Adverse Effect for Site
33-16598, and also for four additional bedrock milling station sites that are within the MCP area
of direct impacts: Sites 33-19862, 33-19863, 33-19864, and 33-19866,

In 2008, a report presenting preliminary Determinations of Eligibility (DOE} and FOE was
prepared. The DOE in the 2008 DOE/FOE (Historic Property Survey Report [HPSR], Volume
III, Attachment H} was that milling station Sites 33-19862, 33-19863, 33-19864, and 33-19866
are ineligible for the National Register of Historic Places (Nationat Register); therefore, these
sites were not addressed in the FOE that was sent to you for review on March 22, 2012.
Following review by the Tribes, the HPSR and FOE were submitfed to the State Historic
Preservation Officer (SHPO) for review and concurrence on July 31, 2012,
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In his September 18, 2012, letter (copy attached), the SHPQ concurred that these four cultural
resources have limifed data potential and archaeological values beyond the data already
recorded, but noted that, based on comments from the Tribes, these resources individually may
not be eligible for the National Register, but may contribute to an as-yet-to-be-defined historic
district located within the cultural landscape identified by the Tribes. The SHPO, in his
September 18 lefter, suggested as an option that these four sites be assumed eligible for the
undertaking and to explote means for taking the effects of the undertaking into account. For the
purposes of the current undertaking for the MCP project, these four sifes are assumed eligible.
As these sites are all within the area of direct impacts of the MCP project, the FOE is an adverse
effect for Sites 33-19862, 33-19863, 33-19864, and 33-19866.

In summary, the FHWA has determined that the undertaking will have an adverse effect on Sifes
33-16598, 33-19862, 33-19863, 33-19864, and 33-19866 within the MCP APE pursuant to
Section 106 Progranmimatic Agreement Stipulation X.C. With the cooperation and assistance of
Caltrans, the FHWA is consulting with the SHPO regarding the resolution of adverse effects,
pursuant to Section 106 Programmatic Agreement Stipulation X1, 36 CFR 800.6(a), and

800.6(b)(1).

Please call Terri Fulton or Phil Fulton at LSA Associates, Inc. (LSA) with any questions about the
revised FOE at (949) 553-0666, or you may send an email to terri.fulton@lsa-assoc.com or

phil fulion@lsa-assoc.com. Govemment-to-government consulfation questions and concerns
should be directed to Stephanie Stoermer at the FHWA at (720) 963-3218 or
stephanie.stoermer@fliwa.dot.gov, or to Gary Jones at Calirans at (909) 383-4045 or

gary_jones@dot.ca.gov.

Thank you for participating in this process. We look forward to continuing to work with you on
this project. :

Sincerely,

2 f

Gary Jones

Associate Environmental Planner, Archaeologist
District Native American Coordinator
Environmental Support/Cultural Studies

Enclosures: CD containing the Draft FOE and all attachments SHPO Letter, September 18, 2012

co:  Cathy Bechtel, RCTC (w/attachments)
Stephbanie Stoermer, FHWA (w/attachments)
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November 27, 2012

Mr. Mark Macarro, Chairman ' 08-Riv-MCP-PM 0.0/31.7
Pechanga Band of Mission Indians Mid County Parkway Project
P.0. Box 1477 EA OF320

Temecula, CA 92593

Subject: Revised Findings of Effect (FOE) for the Mid County Parkway Project,
08-Riv-MCP-PM 0.0/31.7, EA OF320 (LSA Project No. JCV531)

Dear Mr. Macatro:

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Riverside County Transportation
Commission {RCTC), in cooperation with the California Departiment of Transpoxtation
(Caltrans) District 8, the County of Riverside, the City of San Jacinto, and the City of Perris,
propose to consiruct the Mid County Parkway (MCP), a new highway project in western
Riverside County, California. The project area is located in western Riverside County, primarily
along or parallel to the existing Ramona Expressway. In order to identify historic properties
within the area of potential effects (APE) as required by 36 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR)
800, the regulations implementing the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) and similar
requirements under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the entive APE has been
inventoried for cultural resources.

Om behalf of the FHWA, this letter is fo inform you of the revised FOE. The draft FOE, which
was sent to you for review on. March 22, 2012, discussed a finding of an Adverse Effect for the
MCP project for Site 33-16598. The revised FOE discusses a finding of Adverse Effect for Site
33-16598, and also for four additional bedrock milling station sites that are within the MCP area
of direct impacts: Sites 33-19862, 33-19863, 33-19864, and 33-19866.

In 2008, a report presenting preliminary Determinations of Eligibility (DOE) and FOE was
prepared. The DOE in the 2008 DOE/FOE (Historic Property Survey Report [HPSR], Volume
I, Attachment H) was that milling station Sites 33-19862, 33-19863, 33-19864, and 33-19866
are ineligible for the National Register of Historic Places (National Register); therefore, these
sifes were not addressed in the FOE that was sent to you for review on March 22, 2012.
Following review by the Tribes, the HPSR and FOE were submitted to the State Historic
Preservation Officer (SHPO) for review and concurrence on July 31, 2012,

In his September 18, 2012, letter {copy attached), the SHPO concurred that these four cultural
resowrces have Jimited data potential and archaeological values beyond the data already
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recarded, but noted that, based on comments from the Tribes, these resources individually may
not be eligible for the National Register, but may contribute to an as-yet-to-be-defined historic
district located within the cultural landscape identified by the Tribes, The SHPO, in his
September 18 letter, suggested as an option that these four sites be assumed eligible for the
undertaking and to explore means for taking the effects of the undertaking into account. For the
purposes of the current undertaking for the MCP project, these four sites are assumed eligible.
As these sites are all within the area of direct impacts of the MCP project, the FOE is an adverse
effect for Sites 33-19862, 33-19863, 33-19864, and 33-19866.

In summary, the FHWA has determined that the undertaking will have an adverse effect on Sifes
3316398, 33-19862, 33-19863, 33-19864, and 33-19866 within the MCP APE pursuant to
Section 106 Programmatic Agreement Stipulation X.C. With the cooperation and assistance of
Caltrans, the FHWA. is consulting with the SHPO regarding the tesolution of adverse effects,
pursuant to Section 106 Programmatic Agreement Stipulation XI, 36 CFR 800.6(a), and

800.6(b)(1).

Please call Terri Fulton or Phil Fulton at LSA Associates, Inc. (LSA) with any questions about the
revised FOE at (949) 553-0666, or you may send an email to terri.fulton@lsa-assoc.com or
phil.fulton@lsa-assoc.com. Government-to-government consultation questions and concerns
should be directed to Stephanie Stoermer at the FHWA at (720) 963-3218 or
stephanie.stoermer@fhwa.dot.gov, or to Gary Jones at Caltrans at (909) 383-4045 or

gary_jones@dot.ca.gov.

Thank you for participating in this process. We look forward to dontinuing to work with you on
this project.

Sincerely,

L

Gary Jones

Associate Environroental Planner, Archacologist
District Native American Coordinator
Environmental Support/Cultural Studies

/)
/

Enclosures: CD containing the Draft FOE and all attachments SHPO Letter, September 18, 2012

cc:  Cathy Bechtel, RCTC (w/attachments)
Stephanie Stoermer, FHWA (w/attachments)
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November 27, 2012

Ms. Anna Hoover 08-Riv-MCP-PM 0.0/31.7
Pechanga Cultural Resources Department Mid County Parkway Project
Pechanga Band of Mission Indians EA 0F320

P.O. Box 2183

Temecula, CA 92593

Subject: Revised Findings of Effect (FOE) for the Mid County Parkway Project,
08-Riv-MCP-PM 0.0/31.7, EA OF320 (LSA Project No. JCV531)

Dear Ms, Hoover;

The Federal Highway Administration (FHHWA) and the Riverside County Transpoztation
Commissjon (RCTC), in cooperation with the California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans) District 8, the County of Riverside, the City of San Jacinto, and the City of Perris,
propose to construct the Mid County Parkway (MCP), a new highway project in western
Riverside County, Califomia. The project area is located in western Riverside County, primarily
along or parallel to the existing Ramona Expressway. In order to identify historic properties
within the area of potential effects (APE) as required by 36 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR)
800, the regulations implementing the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) and similar
requirements under the Califormia Envitonmental Quality Act (CEQA), the entire APE has been
inventoried for cultural resources.

On behalf of the FHWA, this letter is to inform you of the revised FOE. The draft FOE, which
was sent to you for review on March 22, 2012, discussed a finding of an Adverse Effect for the
MCP project for Site 33-16598. The revised FOE discusses a finding of Adverse Effect for Site
33-16598, and also for four additional bedrock milling station sites that are within the MCP area
of direct impacts: Sites 33-19862, 33-19863, 33-19864, and 33-19866.

In 2008, a report presenting preliminary Determinations of Eligibility (DOE) and FOE was
prepared. The DOE in the 2008 DOE/FOE (Historic Property Survey Report [HPSR], Volume
I, Attachment H) was that milling station Sites 33-19862, 33-19863, 33-19864, and 33-19866
are ineligible for the National Register of Historic Places (National Register); therefore, these
sites were not addressed in the FOE that was sent to you for review on March 22, 2012,
Following review by the Tribes, the HPSR and FOE were submitied to the State Historic
Preservation Officer (SHPO) for review and concurrence on July 31, 2012.
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In his September 18, 2012, Jetter (copy attached), the SHPO concurred that these four cultural
resources have limited data potential and archaeological values beyond the data already
recorded, but noted that, based on comments from the Tribes, these resources individually may
not be eligible for the National Register, but may contribute to an as-yet-to-be-defined historic
district located within the cultural landscape identified by the Tribes. The SHPO, in his
September 18 letter, suggested as an option that these four sites be assumed eligible for the
undertaking and to explore means for taking the effects of the undertaking into account. For the
purposes of the current undertaking for the MCP project, these four sites are assumed eligible.
As these sifes are all within the area of direct impacts of the MCP project, the FOE is an adverse
effect for Sites 33-19862, 33-19863, 33-19864, and 33-19866.

In summary, the FHWA has determined that the undertaking will have an adverse effect on Sites
33-16598, 33-19862, 33-19863, 33-19864, and 33-19866 within the MCP APE pursuant to
Section 106 Programmatic Agreement Stipulation X.C. With the cooperation and assistance of
Caltrans, the FHWA is consulting with the SHPO regarding the resolution of adverse effects,
pursuant fo Section 106 Programmatic Agreement Stipulation XI, 36 CFR 800.6(a), and

800.6(b)(1).

Please call Terri Fulton or Phil Fulton at LSA Associates, Inc. (LSA) with any questions about the
revised FOE at (949) 553-0666, or you may send an email to terri. fulton@lsa-assoc.com or

phil fulton@lsa-assoc.com. Government-to-government consultation questions and concemns
should be directed to Stephanie Stoetmer at the FHWA at (720) 963-3218 or
stephanie.stoermer@fhwa.dot.gov, or to Gary Jones at Caltrans at (909) 383-4045 or

gary_jones@dot.ca.gov.

Thank you for participating in this process. We look forward to continuing to work with you on
this project.

Sincerely,
7

.

Gary Jones
Associate Environmental Planner, Archacologist

District Native Ametican Coordinator
Environmental Support/Cultural Studies

Enclosures: CD containing the Draft FOE and all attachments SHPO Letter, September 18, 2012

cc:  Cathy Bechtel, RCTC (w/attachments)
Stephanie Stoermer, FHWA (w/attachments)
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Dr. Carol Roland-Nawi § ‘
State Historic Preservation Officer  § | Ot

Post Office Box 942896 “\’3’,
Sacramento, Califomia 94296-0001
Dear Ms. Roland-Nawi:

Thank you for providing your comments to the Finding of Effect document for the Mid County
Parkeway Project of the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), Caltrans District 8, and the
Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC). Enclosed is a revised Finding of Effect
for your information and use.

This consultation is undertaken in accordance with the January 1, 2004 Programmatic
Agreement among the Federal Highway Administration, the Advisory Council on Hisioric
Preservation, the California State Historic Preservation Officer, and the California Department
of Transportation (Section 106 PA), We are consulting with you under Section 106 PA -
Stipulation X.C.1, which requires consultation with the State Ilistoric Preservation Officer
regarding findings of adverse effect,

We appreciate your concurrence on the assumed eligibility for Site 33-3653 for the undertakirig
for which adverse effects will be avoided through establishment of an Environmental Sensitive
Area (ESA). We also appreciate your concurrence that the CRJ Dairy (33-15752) and. an historic
homestead (33-16865) are not eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (National
Register) for the reasons stated. In addition, FEWA has determined that the nmiti-use site CA
RIV 8712 (33 16598) is eligible for listing on the National Register and the undertaking would
result in an adverse effect to this resource.

Based on your review and comments, as well as commenis received from the Pechanga Band of
Luisefio Indians, the Finding of Effect determinations for the Mid County Parkway have been
modified to recommend that bedrock milling sites 33-19862, 33-19863, 33-19864, and 33-19866
are assumed eligible for the National Register for the undertalking. Since these four sites will be
directly affected by the proposed project, we are assuming they are eligible for the National
Register and are seeking your concurrence that the impacts of the project to these resonrces will be
adverse. Pursvant to Stipulation X.A of the PA, FHWA has applied the Criteria of Adverse
Effect set forth at 36 CFR 800.5(a)(}) and finds that the undertaking would have an adverse
effect on historic properties. It is anticipated that the adverse effects will be resolved through the
development of a Memorandum of Agreement that will include completion of a cultural landscape
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study of these types of resources in the overall project vicinity or othe1 measuresagreed to through
consultation,

If you concur with the adequacy of the revised Finding of Effect, please sigi thesignature block
helow to indicate your concurrence.

Thatk you for completing your initial review, and providing direction for the revisions presented

in the attached, revised Finding of Effect. Should you have any questions or'ifmy staff can be of
any further assistance, please contact Shawn Oliver at (916) 498-5048, email
shawn.oliver@dot.gov or Stephanie Stoermer at (720) 963-3218, email
stephanie.stoermer@dot.gov.

Sincerely,

For
Vineent P. Mammano

Division Administrator

The rewsed Finding of Effect for the Mid County Parkway Project is appmved by the State
Historic Preservation Officer.

Carol Roland-Nawi Date

o

Enclosure




US.Depariment California Division 650 Capitol Mall, Suite 4-100

:'I;ZU“ 1HI hmy Aoril 24. 2014 Sacramento, CA 95814
S NIghwa pri . ”
Adminlsiration (916)498-5001

(916) 498-5008 (fax)

Ms. Carol Legard

FHWA Liaison

Office of Federal Agency Programs
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
1100 Pennsylvania Avenue NW, Suite 803
Washington, DC 20004

Dear Ms. Legard:

Subject: Notification of Finding of Adverse Effect for the Mid County Parkway Project,
Riverside County, California

In accordance with Section 800.6(a)(1} of the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation's
(ACHP) regulations, "Protection of Historic Properties" (36 CFR Part 800), the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) is notifying you that we have made an adverse effect finding for the
above referenced undertaking.

The proposed undertaking will use federal funding and is therefore subject to compliance with
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended. This consultation is
undertaken in accordance with the January 1,2004 Programmatic Agreement among the Federal
Highway Administration, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, the California State
Historic Preservation Officer, and the California Department of Transportation (Section 106
PA).

As described in the attached documentation, The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA),
Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC), and the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) propose to construct a new transportation corridor in Riverside County.
This corridor, the Mid County Parkway (MCP), is proposed to extend from Interstate 215 (I-215)
on the west to State Route 79 (SR-79) on the east, near Cajalco Road and the Ramona
Expressway, a distance of approximately 16 miles.

In consultation with the California State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), Caltrans
identified seven historic properties within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for the
undertaking. One of these is a built-enviromnent property and remaining six are prehistoric
archaeological sites. In applying the Criteria of Adverse Effect set forth in 36 CFR 800.5(a)1),
Caltrans found that five of the prehistoric archaeological sites {(33-16598, 33-19862, 33-19863,
33-19864, and 33-19866) would be adversely affected by the proposed project. Effects to the
remaining properties would not be adverse.



The California SHPO concurred with our findings on the eligibility of properties on the aitached
revised Finding of Adverse Effect (FOE) on 8 January 2013.

FHWA and Caltrans are continuing consultation with the California SHPO and Native American
community inchiding the Pechanga Band of Luiseno Indians, the Soboba Band of Luiseno
Indians, the Ramona Band of Cahuilla Indians, the Morongo Band of Mission Indians, and the
San Manuel Band of Mission Indians, to resolve the adverse effects.

Should you have any questions, or if my staff can be of any further assistance, please contact
Shawn Oliver at (916) 498-5048, or Stephanie Stoermer at (720) 963-3218.

Enclosure: Finding of Adverse Effect for the Mid County Parkway Project, Riverside County,
California.

ofeiore (om

For
Vincent P. Mammano
Division Administrator

cc:  Larry Vinzant, FHWA
Shawn Oliver, FHWA
Stephanie Stoermer, FHWA
Anmarie Medin, Caltrans, CSO
Gary Jones, Caltrans, District 8
Gustavo Quintero, RCTC



Preserving America’s Heritage

May 20, 2014

Mr, Victor P. Mammano
Division Administrator
California Division

Federal Highway Administration
650 Capitol Mali, Suite 4-100
Sacramento, CA 95814

Ref:  Notification of Adverse Effect for the Mid County Parkway Project
Riverside County, California

Dear Mr. Mammano:

On April 25, 2014, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) received your notification of
adverse effect for the referenced undertaking that was submitted in accordance with Section 800.6(2)(1)
of our regulations, “Protection of Historic Properties™ (36 CFR Part 800). The background documentation
included with your submission did not include any information related to the coordination or consuitation
with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and/or other consulting parties after completion of
the November 2012 Finding of Effect Report. This, unfortunately, does not meet the specifications in
Section 800.11(e} of the ACHP’s regulations. We, therefore, are unable to determine whether Appendix A
of the regulations, Criteria for Council Involvement in Reviewing Individual Section 106 Cases, applies to
this undertaking. Accordingly, we request that you submit the following additional information so that we
can determine whether our participation in the consultation to resolve adverse effects is warranted.

o Summaries of any views provided by consulting parties, the public, and the California SHPO
since November 2012.

e An evaluation of measures considered, but rejected, to avoid or minimize the undertaking’s
adverse effects; and

Specifically, we request information on steps FHWA has taken to consult with Indian tribes during
development of the Memorandum of Agreement (MOA), the current views of these tribes, and how
FHWA has addressed any concerns or objections raised. Please also inform us of which Indian tribes have
agreed to become concurring parties to the MOA. Upon receipt of this additional information, we will
notify you within 15 days of our decision.

ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION

11C0 Pennsylvania Avenue NW, Suite 803 e Washington, DC 20004
Phone: 202-606-8503 e Fax: 202-606-8647 = achp@achp.gov ® www.achp.gov



If you have any questions, please contact Carol Legard at 202-606-8522 or via e-mail at
clegard@achp.gov.

Sincerely,

b T EM;&;W

Charlene Dwin Vaughn, AICP

Assistant Director

Federal Permitting, Licensing, and Assistance Section
Office of Federal Agency Programs



US.Depariment California Division 650 Capitol Mall, Suite 4-100

of Tronsporicdion Sacramento, CA 95814
Federal Highway May 29, 2014 (916) 498-5001

Adminisfration 916 498-5008 (FAX)

Ms. Carol Legard

FHWA Liaison

Office of Federal Agency Programs
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
1100 Pennsylvania Avenue N'W, Suite 803
Washington, D.C. 20004

Subject: Response to Comments for the Notification of Adverse Effect for the Mid County Parkway
Project, Riverside County, California

Dear Ms. Legard:

We are in receipt of your comments dated May 20, 2014, regarding our April 24, 2014, submission of the
Notification of Finding of Adverse Effect for the Mid County Parkway (MCP) project (project) in
Riverside County, California. The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) notified you of the Finding
of Adverse Effect for the undertaking referenced above in accordance with Section 800.6(a)(1) of the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s (ACHP) regulations, “Protection of Historic Properties (36
CFR Part 800).

As described in our April 24, 2014, submittal, the FHEWA, the Riverside County Transportation
Commission (RCTC), and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) propose fo construct a
new fransportation corridor in Riverside County. This corridor, the “Mid County Parkway,” is proposed
to extend from Interstate 215 (1-215) on the west to State Route 79 (SR-79) on the east, near Cajalco Road
and the Ramona Expressway, a distance of approximately 16 miles.

The FHWA has determined that the project will have an adverse effect on archacological Site 33-16598,
which has been determined eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (Nationai
Register), and on archaeological Sites 33-19862, 33-19863, 33-19864, and 33-19866, which are assumed
eligible for the National Register for the purpeses of the MCP project. '

The ACHP has requested additional information regarding the consultation with Indian Tribes during
development of the MOA that shows the “current views of these Tribes, and how FHWA has addressed
any concerns or objections raised.” The ACHP would also like to be informed of which Indian Tribes
have agreed to become concurring parties to the Memorandum of Agreement (MOA).

In the process of developing the aitached MOA, the FHWA has consulted with the Agua Caliente Band of
Cahuilla Indians, the Cahuilla Band of Indians, the Gabrieleno/Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission
Indians, the Gabrielino Tongva Nation, the Morongo Band of Mission Indians, the Pechanga Band of
Luisefio Indians, the Ramona Band of Cahuilla Indians, the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians, and the
Soboba Band of Luisefio Indians. All of these Indian Tribes are listed as concurring parties to the MOA
and are expected to become concurring parties to the MOA. :



Consultation by the FHWA with the above Tribal concurring parties consisted of numerous meetings
and/or field visits as described in the Discovery and Monitoring Plan, which is provided as Attachment D
of the MOA. A timeline of the consultation is attached 1o this letter for your reference.

Because the MOA. was distributed to all of the Native American concurring parties, specific details of the
government-to-government consultations, which are confidential between the Tribes and the FHWA, are
not described in the MOA. Comments submitted by the Tribes were documented and addressed in Tribal
Comments and Responses matrices. The Tribal Comments and Responses matrices were kept confidential
and not distributed fo all of the Tribes, but were included with the MOA for each Tribe that commented in
order to show how their comments had been addressed. The Tribal Comments and Responses matrices are
attached to this letter for your reference.

The FHWA hopes that this additional information clarifies the Native American consultation process for
the MCP project and that it is helpful in determining that parficipation by the ACHP is not required for
this undertaking in order to resolve adverse effects. We understand that the ACHP will notify FHWA
within 15 days of receiving this response and look forward to your decision. Should you have any
questions or if my staff can be of any further assistance, please contact Shawn Oliver by phone at

(516) 498-5048, or by email at shawn.oliver@dot.gov.

Singerely, .
/;z% 4. %M

For Vincent P. Mamimano
Division Administrator

Enclosures: 1. Timeline of Native American Consultation during Development of the MOA.
2. MCP MOA Tribal Comments and Responses: Morongo Band of Mission Indians,
Pechanga Band of Luisefio Mission Indians, Ramona Band of Cahuilla Indians, San
Manuel Band of Mission Indians, and Soboba Band of Luisefio Indians

cc:  Larry Vinzant, FHWA
Shawn Oliver, FHWA.
Stephanie Stoermer, FHWA
Anmarie Medin, Caltrans, Cultural Studies Office
Gary Jones, Caltrans, District 8
Gustavo Quintero, RCTC
Alex Menor, RCTC



Preserving America‘s Heritage

Tuly 18,2014

Mr. Vincent P. Mammano
Division Administrator

Federal Highway Administration
California Division

650 Capitol Malil, Suite 4-100
Sacramento, CA 95814

Ref:  Proposed Mid County Parkway Project
Riverside County, California

Dear Mr. Mammano:

The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) has received the additional documentation
transmitted in response to our letter of May 20, 2014, regarding the referenced undertaking. Based upon
the information provided, we have concluded that Appendix A, Criteria Jor Council Involvement in
Reviewing Individual Section 106 Cases, of our regulations, “Protection of Historic Properties” (36 CFR
Part 800), does not apply to this undertaking, Accordingly, we do not believe that our participation in the
consultation to resolve adverse effects is needed. However, should circumstances change, and you
determine that our participation is needed to conclude the consultation process, please notify us.

Pursuant to 36 CFR §800.6(b)(1)(iv), you will need to file the final Memorandum of Agreement (MOA),
developed in consultation with the California State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), and any other
consulting parties, and related documentation with the ACHP at the conclusion of the consultation
process. The filing of the MOA and supporting documentation with the ACHP is required in order to
complete the requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.

Thank you for providing us with the notification of adverse effect and the additional information we
requested. If you have any questions or require further assistance, please contact Ms. Carol Legard at
202-517-0218, or via e-mail at clegard@achp.gov.

Sincerely,

AL o Gorhmson

LaShavio Johnson
Historic Preservation Technician
Office of Federal Agency Programs

ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTCORIC PRESERVATION

401 F Street NW, Suite 308  Washington, DC 20001-2637
Phone: 202-517-0200 ¢ Fax: 202-517-6381 ¢ achp@achp.gov » www.achp.gov
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LS Department California Division 860 Capitol Mall, Suite 4-100
of Fansporiation Sacramento, CA 95814
Federal Highway April 29, 2014 (916) 498-5001
Adminlstration 916 498-5008 (FAX)
In Reply Refer To:

Dr.CBIOIRO].and“NaWi 8 1 T T Y TS L P T A T e ,A._;.“_A_._._._.:A._:.‘.:._.;.v."IJHEA.;G_.A;:‘...,,;‘.A_.,_“,é‘A.‘.:.:._..‘_‘,‘....‘..,'.A.:._._.H._‘

State Historic Preservation Officer
Post Office Box 94896
Sacramento, California 94296-0001

Subject: Memorandum of Agreement Between the Federal Highway Administration and the
California State Historic Preservation Officer Regarding the Mid County Parkway
Project, Riverside County, California, April 2014

Dear Dr. Roland-Nawi:

Enclosed for your review is the proposed Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between the
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the California State Historic Preservation Officer
(SHPO) Regarding the Mid County Parkway (MCP) Project, Riverside County, California, dated
April 2014,

The FHWA, Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC), and the California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) propose to construct a new transportation corridor in
Riverside County. This corridor, the Mid County Parkway (MCP), is proposed to extend from
Interstate 215 (I-215) on the west to State Route 79 (SR-79) on the east, near Cajalco Road and
the Ramona Expressway, a distance of approximately 16 miles. '

The FHWA has determined that the MCP Project, will have an adverse effect on archaeological
Site 33-16598, which has been determined to be eligible for inclusion in the National Register of
Historic Places (National Register), and on archaeological Sites 33-19862, 33-19863, 33-19864,
and 33-19866, which are assumed eligible for the National Register for the purposes of the MCP
project.

The FHWA has consulted with the SHPO pursuant to 36 CER Part 800, and notified the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) of the adverse effect finding (Findings of
Effect) on December 5, 2012, and on April 24, 2014, pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800.6(2)(1). The
adverse Findings of Effect has resulted in the development of the attached MOA for the MCP
project.

In the process of developing the attéched MOA, the FHWA has consulted with the Agua
Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians, the Cahuilla Band of Indians, the Gabrieleno/Tongva San
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Gabriel Band of Mission Indians, the Gabrielino Tongva Nation, the Morongo Band of Mission
Indians, the Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians, the Ramona Band of Cahuilla, the San Manuel
Band of Mission Indians, and the Soboba Band of Luisefio Indians, for which archaeological
Sites 33-16598, 33-19862, 33-19863, 33-19864, and 33-19866 have cultural significance. The
Tribes have participated in the consultation process and have been invited to be Concurring
Parties on the MOA.

Consultation by the FHWA with the above Tribal concwiring parties consisted of numerous
meetings and/or field visits as described in detail in the Discovery and Monitoring Plan that is

v attached o .the MOA~To summarize ‘briefly,-a-preliminary. meeting to-discuss:the MOA was held = e

on October 29, 2013; all of the Tribal boncurring parties were invited to attend. Following that,
there were three rounds of submittals to the Tribal concurring parties of the MOA for their
review and comment. The first submittal for review of the MOA by the Tribal concurring parties
was on November 8, 2013. Meetings were held with individual Tribes who requested them on
November 18 and 19, 2013, to clarify aspects of the MOA; and on December 16 and 17,2013, to
discuss comments that were received after the first submittal. The second submittal to the Tribal
concurring parties was on January 28, 2014.

For both rounds of submittals, the Tribal concurring parties were provided a 30-day review and
comment period. Subsequent to each 30-day review, comments were addressed by the FHWA
and the document was resubmitted to the Tribal concurring parties. A final submittal to the
Tribes for a 10-day review occurred on April 4, 2014. Per a request from Pechanga to discuss
several matters further, the FHWA spoke with Tribal representatives by phone on April 23 and
28, 2014. No additional consultation was requested by any of the Tribal concurring parties. Thus,
the MOA currently being submitted by the FHWA to the SHPO reflects revisions made
throughout the review process, with extensive input from the consulting Tribes.

We look forward to your review and concurrence on the MOA, at which time we will circulate
the MOA. for signature by the Signatories, Invited Signatories, and Concurring Parties. Should
you have any questions or if my staff can be of any further assistance, please contact Shawn
Oliver by phone at (916) 498-5048, or email at shawn.oliver@dot.gov.

Sincerely,

(-

For,
Vincent P. Mammano
Division Administrator

Enclosures: Memorandum of Agreement Between the Federal Highway Administration and the
California State Historic Preservation Officer Regarding the Mid County Parkway Project, .
Riverside County, California, April 2014 (1 hard copy and CD)



cc.

== Marie Pefry; Caltrans District 8;(CD) s

Carol Legard, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation {ACHP); (CD)
Stephanie Stoermer, Federal Highway Administration (FHWA); (CD)
Shawn Oliver, Federal Highway Administration (FHWA); (CD)

Larry Vinzant, Federal Highway Administration (FHWA); (CD)

Tay Dam, Federal Highway Administration (FHWA); (CD)

Gabrielle Duff, Caltrans District §; (CD)

Gary Jones, Calirans District 8; (€D

Andrew Walters, Caltrans District §: (CD)

Todd Jatke, Caltrans Section 106 Coordination Rranch Chief; (CD)

Alex Menor, Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC); (CD)
Patricia Garcia, Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians {CD)

Luther Salgado, St., Czahuilla Band of Indians (CD)

Yvonne Markle, Cahuilla Band of Indians {CD)

Adrian Morales, Gabrieleno/Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians (CD)
Anthony Morales, Gabrieleno/Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians (CD)
Sam Dunlap, Gabrielino Tongva Nation (CD)

William Madrigal, Jr., Morongo Band of Mission Indians (CD)

Mark Macarro, Pechanga Band of Luisefio Mission Indians (CD)

Anna Hoover, Pechanga Band of Luisefio Mission Indians (CD)

Paul Macarro, Pechanga Band of Luisefio Mission Indians (CD)

Joseph Hamilton, Ramona Band of Cahuilla (CD)

John Gomez, Jr., Ramona Band of Cahuilla (CD)

Ann Brierty, San Manuel Band of Mission Indians (CD)

Joseph Ontiveros, Soboba Band of Luisefio Indians (CD)
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US Department California Division &80 Capitol Mall, Suite 4-100

of Trensportation Sacramento, California 95814

Federal Highway September 18, 2014 (916) 498-5001

Administration (916) 498-5008 (Fax)
In Reply Refer To:

Dr. Carol Roland-Nawi HDA-CA

State Historic Preservation Officer

Paost Office Box 94896

Sacramento, California 94296-0001

Subject:  Revised Memorandum of Agreement Between the Federal Highway Administration
and the California State Historic Preservation Officer Regarding the Mid County
Parkway Project, Riverside County, California, September 2014

Dear Dr. Roland-Nawi-

Enclosed for your review is the revised Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) and the California State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO)
regarding the Mid County Parkway (MCP) Project, Riverside County, California, dated
September 2014. The current version of the MOA reflects comments received from your office
on the first submittal, which was dated April 2014. Two matrices are attached that explain how
we have addressed these comments.

The FHWA, Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC), and the California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) propose to construct a new transportation corridor in
Riverside County. This corridor, the Mid County Parkway (MCP), is proposed to extend from
Interstate 215 (1-215) on the west to State Route 79 (SR~79) on the east, near Cajalco Road and
the Ramona Expressway, a distance of approximately 16 miles.

The FHWA has determined that the MCP Project will have an adverse effect on archacological
Site 33-16598, which has been determined to be eligible for inclusion in the National Register of
Historic Places (National Register), and on archaeological Sites 33-19862, 33-19863, 33-19864,
and 33-19866, which are assumed eligible for the National Register for the purposes of the MCP
Project.

The FHWA has consulted with the SHPO pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800, and notified the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) of the adverse effect finding (Finding of
Effect) on December 5, 2012, and on April 24, 2014, pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800.6(a)(1). The
adverse Finding of Effect has resulted in the development of the attached MOA for the MCP
Project. Since notifying the ACHP of the adverse F inding of Effect, the ACHP has provided a
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letter dated July 18, 2014, that states they do not believe that their patticipation in the
consultation to resolve adverse effects is needed for the MCP Project.

The current version of the MOA was submitted to the consulting Tribes for the project fora 10-
day review on August 29, 2014. These Tribes include the Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla
Indians, the Cahuilla Band of Indians, the Gabrieleno/Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission
Indians, the Gabrielino Tongva Nation, the Morongo Band of Mission Indians, the Pechanga
Band of Luisefio Indians, the Ramona Band of Cahuilla, the San Manuel Band of Mission
Indians, and the Soboba Band of Luisefio Indians. These Tribes have participated in the
consultation process and have been invited to be Concurring Parties on the MCA. No comments
were received from any of the consulting Tribes during the 10-day review period.

We look forward to your review and concurrence on the MOA, at which time we will circulate
the MOA for signature by the Signatories, Invited Signatories, and Concurring Parties. Should
you have any questions or if my staff can be of any further assistance, please contact Shawn
Oliver by phone at (916) 498-5048, or email at shawn.oliver@dot.gov.

Ll V-

T 6l Vincent P. Mammano
Division Administrator

Enclosures:

Revised Memorandum of Agreement Between the Federal Highway Administration and the
California State Historic Preservation Officer Regarding the Mid County Parkway Project,
Riverside County, California, September 2014 (1 hard copy and CD)

Response to SHPO Comments Matrices (1 hard copy and CD)

cc. Stephanie Stoermer, Federal Highway Administration (FHWA); (CD)
Shawn Oliver, FHWA; (CD)
Larry Vinzant, FHWA; (CD)
Tay Dam, FHWA; (CD)
Gabrielie Duff, Caltrans District 8; (CD)
Gary Jones, Caltrans District §; (CD)
Marie Petry, Caltrans District 8; (CD)
Andrew Walters, Caltrans District 8; (CD)
Todd Jatke, Caltrans Section 106 Coordination Branch Chief; (CD)
Kelly Hobbs, Calirans Section 106 Coordinator, Cultural Studies Office (CD)



Alex Menor, Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTCY; ((?D)
Patricia Garcia, Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians (CD)

Luther Salgado, Sr., Cahuilla Band of Indians (CD)

Yvonne Markle, Cahuilla Band of Indians (CD)

Adrian Morales, Gabrieleno/Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians (CD)
Anthony Morales, Gabrieleno/Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians (CD)
Sam Dunlap, Gabrielino Tongva Nation (CD)

William Madrigal, Jr., Morongo Band of Mission Indians (CDY
Mark Macarro, Pechanga Band of Luisefio Migsion Indians (CD)
Anna Hoover, Pechanga Band of Luisefio Mission Indians (CD)
Paul Macarro, Pechanga Band of Luisefio Mission Indians (CD)
Joseph Hamilton, Ramona Band of Cahuilla (CD) |
John Gomez, Jr., Ramona Band of Cahuilla {CD)

Ann Brierty, San Manuel Band of Mission Indians (CD)
Joseph Ontiveros, Soboba Band of Luisefio Indians (CD)

L
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